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   [ Press-cuttings round-up ]



* UK: _Paedophile panic threatens paediatric research_
* UK: _New govt health bill leaves privacy on deathbed_
* Australia: _Australia goes for even heavier Net censorship_

Song lyrics





UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Paedophile panic threatens paediatric research_

2nd March 2001

[...] Concerns are being voiced that there are underlying
public beliefs which are actually preventing paediatric
research from being carried out - because of worries
about paedophilia.  A Glasgow consultant has warned
that a distrust of doctors, and paranoia about any work
which involves the consideration of children's bodies,
means that analysis of what is actually happening to
the next generation is not being conducted.

 [ Neither the name of the consultant, nor the forum in
   which the remarks were made, were given]

-----------------------------------------------------------





UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_New govt health bill leaves privacy on deathbed_

1st February 2001

A new government health bill, due to enter the Commons
in two weeks, will trample on patient privacy by giving
the Health Secretary Alan Milburn the right to
"disclose and process" even strictly confidential
information.

The Health and Social Care Bill has appalled the health
industry and civil rights groups are gearing themselves
up for yet another battle with New Labour.  The Bill -
written in the useful indecipherable script of civil
servants - gives the government quite staggering powers
over people's personal medical details.

Despite the Bill referring to the boundaries of the
Data Protection Act and a disclaimer on the front of it
where Alan Milburn says "In my view the provisions of
the Health and Social Care Bill are compatible with the
Convention rights" [Human Rights Act], a careful
reading of the Bill would put these claims in doubt.

The offending aspect of the Bill - clause 5
[http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/
pa/cm200001/cmbills/009/01009--l.htm#59] - is hidden
at the bottom of the Bill under Part V - Miscellaneous
and Supplementary.  It's presupposing title is "Control
of Patient Information" and there are a number of
interesting subsections.

As always with Bills, it's necessary to read through
the jargon.  For example: "(b) for prohibiting the
disclosure or other processing of prescribed patient
information to or by persons of any prescribed
description except where the processing complies with
any other prescribed conditions."  Check out the end of
the clause and you'll find that "'prescribed' means
specified in, or determined in accordance with,
regulations made by the Secretary of State under this
section".  Basically, a huge, built-in loophole.

Other worrying aspects: plain old patient information,
rather than confidential information, is:

"(a) information (however recorded) which relates to
the physical or mental health or condition of an
individual, to the diagnosis of his condition or to his
care or treatment, and (b) information (however
recorded) which is to any extent derived, directly or
indirectly, from such information, _whether the
identity of the individual in question is ascertainable
from the information or not_" [our emphasis].

Clearly the government sees confidential material very,
very differently to how we see it.  In fact, its
definition of confidential information is either that
which makes the person immediately identifiable (i.e a
name), or information "obtained from the individual in
question by a person who, in the circumstances, owed an
obligation of confidence to that individual".  So, a
doctor, then.

Is this all a bit too wordy?  Basically, this clause
gives any "health service body" the right to do
whatever it likes with any medical information it has
as long as this is for "medical purposes".  This
"health service body" can include virtually any
government department under the current definition.
"Medical purposes" means medical diagnosis, research,
the need for forcible treatment, etc - and "the
provision of care and treatment and the management of
health and social care services".  Note the words
provision and management.

This gives the government the right to distribute any
medical information it holds on you - with or without
your consent.  It also writes in the UK's spying system
GCHQ, which has been itching for access to all our
medical records.  It completely overrides the basic
tenet of doctor-patient confidentiality and makes them
the tool of government.

It is also a disgraceful and scandalous abuse of power
by the New Labour government that clearly has no regard
its voters' right to privacy.

-----------------------------------------------------------





Australia:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Australia goes for even heavier Net censorship_

2nd March 2001

The South Australia Parliament is pushing an Internet
censorship bill that will make it an offence for anyone
to post any information deemed "offensive to children",
anywhere on the Internet.  And it's the police that get
to decide what is and isn't offensive.

In what is clearly politicians gone barking mad, fines
of up to $10,000 can be levied against any individual
that posts material seen as merely "unsuitable for
minors".  The country's crude film certification system
will be used to rate how strong material is - but the
police will NOT have to go through an independent
adjudicator, they can decide themselves whether
material breaks the law.

It is expected that the Bill will be pulled into all
other Australian states' legislation in the future.

The basic premise of the legislation appears to be that
since kids are able to access Internet sites at any
time, then everything on the Internet ought to be
acceptable to children.  Yet Australia's laws will have
no effect on the rest of the world - which contains
more than its fair share of "unsuitable" material.
Unless Australia is thinking of going China's route and
running ISPs through the government and blocking any
sites outside the country.

Even removal of the content is deemed no defence in the
legislation.  If it goes up at all, you are guilty.
Anywhere.  The only exception is ISPs - otherwise the
entire Internet in Australia would grind to a halt.

[http://australianit.news.com.au/common/storyPage/
0,3811,1751598%5E501,00.html]

-----------------------------------------------------------






Song lyrics:
-----------------------------------------------------------

Song lyrics by Elton John/Bernie Taupin:



                        "Too Young"


        Your mother's eyes look straight through me
                      Whenever we meet
              Your father swears it'll never be
                    As long as he breaths

           And how many times have they told you
                    That you're too young
               How, how I've ached to hold you
                    But you're too young

           If we don't buy what's right or wrong
                     Then we are sinners
               We were never two to tag along
                 But we were always winners

             And how many people, have told you
                    That you're too young
      And how many jealous hands would love to hold you
                   'Cause you're too young

              Well you're too young to love me
                   And I'm too old for you
              At least that's what they tell us
                 It's in their book of rules
   That you're too young, too young baby you're too young

                We could try it for a while
              But they'd get us in the long run
    They say that you're too young, baby you're too young


-----------------------------------------------------------








--
ASGL-L
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'Mneme' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>I appreciated your comments and viewpoint.

Thank you.

>You never had anyone watch you peeing, then? Or did you
>ever wish/fantasise that someone was watching? There's
>a country near where I work in which it is the commonest
>thing in the world for a girl - and even grown women - to
>squat in the gutter and urinate. The first time I saw
>it I nearly fell over - my knees went weak and all!

I can't really answer that, as one symptom of Asperger's
syndrome is delayed sexuality.  See my reply to
'Rawdog'.

>I agree with your "no-penetration before puberty"; even
>digital penetration is very invasive, and often
>painful.  I would usually restrain myself to caressing.
>I see anything further than a part of a finger as more
>appropriate to later on, when the girl has greater
>physical and emotional maturity.

That's good.  That's the real key to stopping the
witch-hunt, imho.

>Your comment, re intelligence, is an old thread, but a
>good one.  I tend to prefer girls who are both
>emotionally mature for their age and intelligent enough
>to hold a good conversation with me.  Given that this
>girl is supplying (in part) what I don't have in an
>adult life-partner, then the more stimulating the
>conversation, generally the more enjoyable is the
>entire relationship.  But with the intelligence, I like
>to see an interest in others - not a brattish
>self-centred approach to life: someone who really
>listens to what I have to say, as I listen to them.
I'm glad I'm wrong! Somebody has to appreciate
intelligent women, and especially clever lg's. Otherwise,
the human I.Q. is doomed to reduce. Meanwhile, more
detail below in my response to Redbeard.

>Thanks for the comments.

Thank you for yours!

--

'Redbeard' wrote:
>'mneme' wrote:
>> Since I score well enough for MENSA on IQ tests, I've
>> been wondering if anyone finds signs of mental maturity
>> in an lg more attractive or less?  My guess would be
>> less, but I've been wrong before.
>>
>
>And you are wrong this time!  I always marvel at the
>mental superiority of children - they have more brain
>cells than adults and more flexible synapses, and
>therefore more active imaginations and a greater sense
>of fun and atmosphere.  What they lack is the
>application of these mental powers which usually comes
>with age - older folk can do better with less.  A
>well-tuned mind can match a child's even in senility.

I'm glad I was wrong.  I find great comfort in knowing
that there are people who agree that this is not a gift
to be squandered.

>Intelligence is a very erotic trait, and essential for
>me.  It carries an understanding and an appreciation of
>what is going on between people who love one another,
>the pitfalls, the constraints and the possibilities,
>and crucial for the majority of gls who must be
>satisfied that consent is informed and shared, rather
>than imposed on the weak by a mentally superior party.
>Ignorance is never innocence - the foolish (including
>many of the moral uplifters) confuse the two.
>Innocence is knowing very well what is right and wrong,
>and then choosing to do what is right in each
>circumstance, even if it conflicts sometimes with
>conventional views or with one's own desires.  When a
>lg of 6 once asked me to marry her, she reflected and
>then said "but it is impossible, because when I am old
>enough, you will be a very very old man".  I find that
>level of understanding and, dare I say it, maturity,
>wonderful in any age, and we could tailor our
>friendship to whatever is feasible, despite what in our
>hopes and dreams we would ideally want.

I think I was more mature then, then I am now.

>'mneme' also wrote:
> >It's never a good idea to go "all the way" with an lg;
> >she will remember that pain more than anything else.
> >It does hurt... until puberty.  my "uncle" never did,
> >but when I was eight, there was a man who tried with
> >his finger.  OWWCH!
>
>Thanks for that.  Since I have never gone 'all the way'
>or even a little of the way with a lg, the physical
>aspect of whether it hurts or not is a mystery to me.
>Does anyone know any different?

It feels like someone is punching you in the stomach
while ramming a hot poker into your genitals.  I can't
explain the stomach part; I think it was a cramp
response to the "stimulation".  If this were my only
experience or if I didn't have the analytical mind that
I do, I would not be here.

'mneme' also wrote:
>I am very inspired if a woman can show that she has
>kept her hair long from childhood, rather than being
>persuaded to style it or cut it short in adolescence in
>order to put an end to childhood for ever.  The gesture
>to keep one's lg hair continues the link with
>childhood, and makes it possible for a gl such as
>myself to love a grown woman (and enjoy too the freedom
>from society's taboos and hounding, except it is not
>politically correct these days for men (except maybe
>superhunks) to be other than gay).  Others have other
>signals - a good friend has a woman-friend with a teddy
>always by her side.  At 50, she has never really grown
>up, but nor has he (his speciality is playing the
>armpit with a straw!), and they love one another for
>it.  I'd be interested to hear of other signals.

Actually, my hair was always short as a child, but it's
long now.  Giant teddy bears?  Love 'em.  Too bad
they're only warm after I've held them for a bit.  I
think my videogame standing would qualify for your
signal list.  I prefer RPG's [role-playing games]...
did anyone here know that the game "Azure Dreams" was
changed for America, in ways relevant to this list?  The
main character is 15, and in the Japanese version there
are seven teenage-d lovelies he might 'mate'.  In the
American version, he does not have the option to marry
at all.  There are sites about this game which include
this information; my source was a search for info on
this Playstation 1 game through all4games.com

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>'Mneme' - is that the name of one of the Muses?
>(Thought I'd start you with an easy one.  I'm sure I
>recognise the name from somewhere...)

I derived it from the river Mnementh, the river of
memory.  It's also what I name Tifa whan I play Final
Fantasy 7.  I chose it for my name here because my
memories are my contribution to this group.

>- Do you remember the first time you had a "crush" on
>somebody?

Yes, but it's irrelevant because of AS's delayed
sexuality.  Mine was well after physical puberty.

>- Do you remember the first time you had a more sexual
>attraction to someone?

In fact, that was but five years ago.  Again; I'm sorry
it's not relevant.

>- When did you begin to experiment sexually, both on your
>own and with others?

I was two when my father's business partner (whom I
called uncle while knowing he wasn't) took me on his
lap and fondled me.  My lack of memory of response, all
things considered, proves nothing for normal girls.  I
think it is possible for a lg to feel pleasure, but I'm
wired a little differently.

>- You say that the experience you had with a man at age 8
>was painful.  Did you enjoy it at all at the time, or
>was it a wholly negative experience?  If so, was it
>what he did, or the way he went about it?

The way he went about it.  He was manipulative and
sadistic.  Good thing he wasn't my first experience, or
I would not be here.

>I think that's it  - like I said, answer only the
>questions you feel comfortable with.  I'm just
>interested in seeing sexual development from the female
>side.  (I promise I'm not hunched over the computer
>with a box of Kleenex!)

I'm sorry I couldn't be more helpful.

--

I'm sorry it's taken me so long to write this.  I have
a lot of things to do, and it took me quite a while to
find time to work on this; I don't have as much privacy
as I would like.

'Mneme'
-------------------------------------------------------------





'Sanctuary' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>the conviction that there DOES exist a normative
>blueprint for a human being, and it is therefore possible
>to identify that which is greatly at variance with this
>blueprint.

Oh, there DOES does there?  Where did you find this
blueprint?  I have seen far too much adversity to
adhere to a universal blueprint.  What this implies is
that there is only ONE possible lifestyle, philosophy,
or any thing else.  Who is defining this blueprint?
Even the Christian church has many variations of this
blueprint.  Consider Baptist vs Pentecostal, for
example.

Many groups have experienced the negative backlash of
the blueprint; Blacks, Jews, scientists, anyone who has
dared oppose the accepted wisdom of the time.  Try
being a white woman in love with a black man in the
American south of not too long ago.  Try being a
homosexual even more recently.

I am still convinced that the love that was placed in
my heart for children was placed there by God.  That
blueprint is just as valid as any other and it is only
present society's restrictions on it that prevent it
from bearing fruit in their lives.

I have been fortunate enough to have positively
influenced a few children but today's climate of fear
is making that more and more difficult.

'Sanctuary'
-------------------------------------------------------------






'Talitha Cumi' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Hi there Everyone,

I am really starting to enjoy corresponding with you
all through this list - makes me wonder why I waited so
long to screw my courage up and get moving!

--

'Daveboy' wrote:
>I help out as a volunteer at a children's project, and
>about 5 years ago a new little girl appeared on the
>scene. The first time I laid eyes on her, it was as
>though I had traveled back in time to my pre-teen
>years, my heart started to pound and I went weak all
>over, my head was spinning and I felt a feeling that
>had been missing for too many years.

When it hits you, there's no mistaking it, is there?
There is that sense of being transported back to a
period when one might have been legitimately interested
in the girl.  I still get this, on occasion, but always
in the back of my mind is the thought, "This must be
what the "average man-on-the-street" feels when
attracted to a girl/woman close to his own age group.

Where I live and work, the advertising industry uses
the almost-nude adult female form to sell almost
everything (more than in western countries), at any
hour of the day.  I am sick to death of seeing close-ups
of girls' tits and bums appearing on my TV screen in
the most improbable contexts and at the most
inappropriate moments (for me, at least) - yet again,
for me it is like a window into the "normal" adult
world: the advertising industry wouldn't use this
unimaginative crap so ubiquitously unless the average
male viewer enjoyed it, and were to some extent aroused
by it.  Very peculiar people, these "normal" males!

>One evening the project held a Disco and I was there
>helping out. I watched her most of the night, getting
>jealous every time she seemed to be looking at any of
>the boys, and especially when I noticed her dancing
>with them.

I feel that jealousy too, occasionally, but one of the
few advantages of my age and social position is that
when it comes to pre-teens, at least, I usually have a
LOT more to offer the girl in question that any little
boy who tries to make a pass at her!  Starting with a
ride on my powerful motor-bike - that's a real
crowd-puller among LGs!

Not so when the person of my interest is around 13-14
years old though, which is sometimes the case if she's
cute and sweet.  I've found it very hard to cope the
couple of times when a girl who was my "main love" of
the moment allowed herself to be taken advantage of by
some pimply teenage ratbag with a big dong in his hand.
Here was I, restraining myself admirably, and she drops
her knickers when my back's turned - all for some
"piece of garbage" off the street that is totally
unworthy of her intimacy and vanishes the "morning
after"!  Some of you would assert that I should have
taken steps to initiate the girl myself, but that is
not really an option for me, I'm afraid.

>It was the most wonderful 20 minutes... just her asleep
>in my arms, and me, knowing that I could have touched
>her in any way whilst she was asleep (of course,... I
>never would have... but...).

Aren't those moments of trust and intimacy just magic?
I tend to feel more fulfilled emotionally in this sort
of situation than on the rare occasions when there has
been explicit sexual contact present in the
relationship.

BTW, talking about "touching a child while they sleep":
Don't know how many of you will have the courage to
respond, but I'll ask anyway.  How many of us have
- for whatever reason - availed ourselves of this sort
of opportunity for intimacy?  Perhaps danger or
unavailability of a willing and awake LG make us keep
our hands to ourselves... but at night while they
sleep?  Am I alone in this moral struggle, too?

>I made my way home with a huge lump in my throat, my
>family were out that evening and I only just managed to
>get inside the house before bursting into tears...
>me... a married man in my 40's!!

"Daveboy", your account took me back to some of my
earlier relationships - back before I had a plentiful
supply of LGs in my life, and I can remember that
agonising "bottom-dropped-out-of-my-world" feeling.
And I realised that although I fully enjoy my LG
relationships today, and even get quite passionate
about a few special kids - some things have changed for
me since those early days: firstly, I am now less
exclusive in my loves - I can be (in my own mind at
least) "romantically" attracted to and involved with
several LGs at once, without any sense of incongruity;
secondly, even right in the middle of the "in love"
feelings, I have a more open-handed approach to life
and love - I can leave my lg's free to love or not, to
be there for me or not.  If I have spent a lot of time
and energy "courting" one lg in particular, and she
either doesn't return my love and friendship or has to
move away, then sure, that hurts for a while, but now I
find it easier to get on with life and transfer my
affections to the "next cab off the rank".  As you
observe further down in this posting, the river of lg's
is always throwing up new material - even if the flip
side of this means that the self-same river is carrying
our little friends "down-stream" beyond our reach into
the deeper pools of adulthood!  (Sigh).

>I cried on and off for over an hour, finally phoning my
>best friend to ask him to come over. When he arrived,
>I told him almost everything,

Those on this list who have friends in whom they can
confide their D&Ms ("Deep and Meaningfuls") are very
lucky, and would be wise to take advantage of the
opportunity to "talk through" their experiences and
feelings.  The psychiatric profession has made big
bucks responding to our deep human need to share
our inner emotional life with another human being - how
sad that so many have to pay for this privilege (should
be a "right" of all human beings); and of course it's
even sadder that we who belong to this forum are not
even safe paying a psychiatrist to listen to us (should
we wish to!), because of the nature of what we are and
what we feel and think (and occasionally do!) conflicts
with the law in many places (which requires them to
inform to the police about us, or else face punishment).

>As there was never any sexual side to our friendship,
>she will not have to face 'a conscience' as she grows
>older, hopefully she will just recall having a special
>friend who enjoyed the warmth & love that only an LG
>can generate.

Speaking from experience, I can remember every single
adult who treated me as a valuable person in the
aggressive and impersonal world which I grew up in.
Teachers who went "the extra mile" with me, people who
showed that they believed in me as a person - all left
positive marks on my life, many of which I can see in
the adult of today.  And in my case, none of these
showed me an emotional affection, "love"; their
attention to me was purely intellectual, yet even so my
self image improved no end as a result of their input
into my life.  How much greater than this will be the
effect of our loving, emotional contact with our LG
friends, such as you describe here, "Daveboy"?  That is
a good very reason for us to keep trying as confirmed
GLs: the positive impact we are probably having on our
young friends' lives - an impact that will extend long
after life and circumstances have sent us out of reach
of each other along our different paths.

>But, no matter how old we get, there'll always be
>LG's, and, like buses - another one'll come along
>soon!!

Absolutely!  As lovers of young people who, by the very
nature of things, must be transitory in our lives, it
is much wiser to "love and let go" without pining
melodramatically over a lost past.  A realistic period
of "mourning" is fine, then "On with life"!

>Well, it's now over six years since she left, but at
>least I have that video and my memories and new LG
>friends come into my life pretty often, so we just
have >to 'live for the moment', 'so to speak'.

That is very good advice - the past cannot be changed,
and the future (as we anticipate it) almost never
arrives - so the present moment is where we all should
be living life full-on.  Also, as a thought for
reflection, the "present moment" is the one point in
time that MOST resembles eternity in that respect.
(Credit to C.S. Lewis in "The Screwtape Letters" for
that insight).

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>...After a little while, the elder girl (about
>seven) scratched at her crotch-ette in the way
>that little girls are wont to do. I got a sudden
>flash of premonition, and was proved right.
>A couple of minutes later, she tugged on her mother's
>sleeve and said something. She and her five year
>old sister proceeded to drop their panties and squat.
>...She pulled her dress up to her stomach to gain
>access to her undergarments, as she was face-on to
>me. I was blessed with the most beautiful view of
>her delicate, curvaceously hairless kitten-flaps.

Magic, isn't it?  As I have mentioned earlier, for me,
the unexpected sight of a LG peeing is better than
finding a US$20 lying on the ground (and about as
rare!).  Also, I find that I can remember every peeing
incident that I have been privileged to witness, though
I have long since lost count of the lg's I have simply
seen nude.  Perhaps it's that nudity isn't such a big
deal these days, but peeing is still a fairly intimate
thing, usually done in private - so I feel more
"involved" at an intimate level with an lg who lets it
flow within my line of sight.  Certainly real intimacy
with a LG is what I most crave, rather than an
explicitly sexual interaction with her.

>...It's just one of these hopeless guilt-smothering
>lines. Doesn't want to accept that he's fallen for
>someone underage.
>...Again this struck me as a guilty cover-up line.
>...But what he's said is just so _typical_ that I
>had to write about it. It's the whole self-denial
>thing. In my opinion, anyway.

Partly self-denial, but more a result of society's
pressure to conform - so we learn to wear our masks
like good little hypocrites!  Most of the MANY men who
feel SOME attraction toward LGs are perfectly aware of
the fact, but receive little encouragement to be honest
from a society who brands us as incorrigible perverts.

A bit like our homophobic "bums to the wall" reaction
in the all-boy's school I attended: I'm sure we didn't
really believe that any of us were homosexuals, but the
herd-rule demanded the approved response, to vindicate
our "red-blooded heterosexuality".  The stigma on
adult-child sexual attraction is still so great today
that when the subject comes up, one "has" to come out
with the approved, "guilt-smothering lines" if only to
establish a safe distance between oneself and "those
twisted people over there".  Sad, but part of life.

--

'Yuri' wrote:
>Personally, I have perfectly normal sex with adult
>women (without thinking of my mother), but I happen
>to also be attracted to younger women and girls. For
>me, its an AND not an OR, but that's just me, and from
>what I gather that puts me in the minority here.

So far Yuri is the only one who responded to my query
regarding this "mother fixation" thing that I am
struggling with.  I would really appreciate it if all
of you who write regularly to ASGL-L could give me a
brief response as to whether you have experienced this
to some degree (seeing all adult women as mother-
figures, when it comes to potentially sexual/romantic
intimacy with them).  If I had to identify one single
blockage to my developing "normal" relationships with
adult women, it would be this, so I really need your
input, guys.  Am I totally alone with this twist?

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>And now I am past the
>age of "innocent" exploration. I think this is a part
>of the motivational force between my love for little
>girls. That by having a relationship with a little
>girl I can somehow take back some of what I lost. Or
>maybe that's just needless psychoanalysing - I don't
>know. Any thoughts?

I can identify with that, "Lloyd".  Somewhere deep
inside me is "Talitha Cumi" the little boy, still
trying to find his little girlfriend.  He still has his
child's curiosity (even though T.C., the adult, could
probably teach a sexual anatomy class blindfolded!),
still wants to experiment, and above all, is still
trying to hang onto his "innocence" - or "simplicity",
if you prefer a less emotionally charged term.  In a
word, the Little T.C. doesn't want to grow up, and I
can't seem to find a way of encouraging him to do so.

>Even reading Famous Five books at the age of eleven, I
>wanted the Five (well, not Timmy - even _I'm_ not that
>twisted) to start falling in love with each other. (I
>can never remember which ones are related. I wasn't a
>great fan, I have to admit.)

I STILL read Famous Five when I visit friends who have
the books!  (All part of this "back to childhood"
thing, I guess.)  Anne was a bit of a wimp, to my mind
but George didn't want to be a girl, and pretended to
be a boy... now THERE was some fertile material for my
fantasies right from puberty onward!  I could come to a
good understanding with Georgina, I think, and even
help her to accept her femininity a bit better...; BTW,
George was cousin to the other three, who were brothers
and sister.

--

'Dalderious' wrote:
>Just one point here. Lust does not mean insertion.
>It means having a sexual response, which is usually
>in the form of giving pleasure to a particular part.

For what it's worth, or of possible interest to anyone,
let me give a brief synopsis of one (of many) models
used to analyse "love".  The Greek language has always
been very useful for pulling apart complex concepts,
such as that embodied in our word "love" - because they
tend to use several different words where we are happy
to keep using one ambiguous term generically.

Firstly comes "agape", which might be translated "Love
no matter what" - I choose to love you, no matter what
you are, whatever your defects, whatever illness,
accident or disfigurement might happen to you, no
matter how badly you might "balls it up" in life.  My
love toward you depends on my capacity to love, not on
your inherent "loveableness" or otherwise.

With Ianthe's kind indulgence, I might mention in
passing that this is the biblical concept of God's
unconditional love, and is a goal for all true
Christians, in their relationships toward all people.
You will observe that the performance falls far short
of the ideal in most cases, but there you go.  The fact
that someone gives you a false dollar coin in change
doesn't mean that there is no such thing as a real one
- rather the contrary: the existence of a counterfeit
presupposes a genuine article with which to compare it.

Secondly comes "phileo", which is a love based on
friendship, common interests, common goals, and the
fact that we "click" together.  Phileo is typically
possible inter-generationally, same- or different-sex,
and is capable of great self-sacrifice for the other
person loved as a friend.  If "agape" might be summed
up "unconditional love", then "phileo" would be "love
because", and is intrinsically weaker than the former
because if either I or the object of my phileo change,
and the basis of our friendship is thereby removed,
then the relationship will tend to falter and die - we
will "grow apart", as the term is.

Thirdly, in this model, comes "eros", which,
surprisingly for many, is much more than sexual union
(and lust), though it also includes these components.
Eros includes the warm -and even transcendental-
feeling a mother has breast-feeding her baby (and
presumably the feeling of the sleepy, well-fed baby in
it's mother's arms!).  It can include the warm, non-
sexual hug between even same-sex, same-family or inter-
generational friends.  It includes all the range of
sexual feelings and responses, both "normal" and the
statistically non-normative, from the simple cuddling
and lying together in bed of a loving married couple to
the dog-in-the-street selfish sexual gluttony of the
rapist.  Even this last mentioned is feeling a twisted
from of eros, believe it or not, though probably closer
to our contemporary usage of "erotic" than the other
manifestations we're discussing here.

Eros is typically "I love you BECAUSE", and of the
three is the most feelings oriented.  Eros says, I love
you because you make me feel good; because I need you;
because of what you "do for me"; I "love" you because
YOU love ME; because your blue eyes make me feel like
jello...; etc.  Eros - though one of the strongest
DRIVING forces to initiate a relationship (because it
is closest to animal appetite), is conversely the
weakest of the three when taken as a BASIS, or
foundation for relationship: Of the three loves, it is
the most self-centred, whereas agape is exclusively
"others- centred", and phileo is typically a mixture of
the two.  Eros is "the cream on the cake", but must
never become the cake itself, because it will fail me
just as soon as my partner stops feeding my ego, and
the feelings die.  I will "fall out of love".  But,
happily, this doesn't mean that I have to stop loving -
despite the crap that the soap-operas try to feed us!

--

Someone wrote:
>>Oh, I don't know, I think that I'm probably just
>>rambling now. I suppose it is always the problem that
>>it is an impossibility to express our feelings as we
>>feel them.

and 'Dalderious' responded:
>True, it seems impossible, but continue. I enjoyed
>reading it very much. It gives me that "so I really
>am *not* alone" feeling.

Agreed - I am most helped by those of you who are
expressing and thinking through your sexuality, though
"extracts from diaries" are also helpful in throwing a
new light on my own experiences and struggles.

>But love is one of those feelings where the other
>person means more. A sort of a not-totally-selfish
>feeling. In that, it is a good thing.

YESSSSS!!!  Well put, "Dalderious" and I am glad that
someone else said it!  Though I stand by my statement
that true love is a _choice_ that, when made, leads
inevitably to the feelings as a direct consequence, but
is not a feeling in and of itself.  That's what I was
trying to analyze in the "three loves" model I was
exploring above.  Above all, real love -between
WHATEVER two people- MUST be unselfish, or we are
fooling ourselves.  And he who fools himself is the
greatest fool of all!

>Elevating it to the point where nothing else matters,
>however, is a bit crazy.

And, far from being "love" is an obsession that has MY
feelings and perceived needs as its focus, not the good
of the other person.  It has ceased to be love, whether
I am comfortable admitting the fact or not.

--

>Sorry, I disagree. I do not think this was a Puritan
>feeling. I think that Paedophobia has gotten to such a
>point in some people's minds, that to even have a
>sexual feeling for a child is "wrong".

True - like I said, whether we like to admit it or not,
we are herd animals, and among herd animals, "the herd
rools" - because in this philosophy there is the
relative safety of numbers, even at the high cost to
person-hood and the death of individuality.

--

'Rawdog' wrote (responding to Yuri about teacher-
student "affairs"):
>Assuming there is preferential treatment then you're
>right. Again though, you are assuming it's not
>possible to _not_ give preferential treatment. It
>is quite possible.

This is true - IFF (and only if) both parties are
capable of acting out their agreed roles in the
classroom environment like "professionals".  Most of us
learn early in life to be (or at least act out) what
others expect from us, depending on the relationship
and environment - if only to avoid unnecessary conflict
with the dreaded "status quo".  We learn to be
different when with our parents, our teachers, our
same-sex friends and our opposite- sex friends, for
example.  Within we are the same person, but we allow
the different people in our lives to glimpse different
facets of our personality.  We learn not to "wear our
hearts on our sleeve".

As a rough parallel, or analogous relationship, think
of the teacher who cannot avoid having one of his own
children in his class: the two of them have to
establish a "working relationship" very early in the
year, a relationship that will differ markedly from
that which they enjoy at home, one hopes.  Actually, in
this situation, the parent/teacher is usually so
careful not to treat his own child with favouritism
that they go to the other extreme and are unfairly
severe on the poor kid!  I suspect that something
similar would probably occur in the classroom "affair"
that we've been discussing - at least if the teacher
was in other respects mature and professional in his
capacity as teacher.

>You better believe this puts an extra edge on
>things. I am not arguing both sides. I'm saying
>if a teacher engages in this, he can expect a roller
>coaster ride apart from any power issues.

Very observant!  Congratulations to both you and Yuri
for being able to think through all sides of a complex
issue.  This forum is turning into a really good
debating society, which is most enjoyable to read.
Many people seem to get so "lost in the wood" of a
specific issue, examining individual trees minutely,
that they lose their perspective overview of the
forest!  Neither can see the strengths of the other
person's argument.

>In the classroom he is the teacher and she is the
>student. Period. Believe it or not, it _can_
>work that way. It is simply a role two people play
>under a certain set of circumstances. When class
>is over, class is over, however.

And when the cat's away, the mice can party on!  Very
Good!  And that general rule can be applied to a number
of intergenerational situations!

I must away,

Shalom all,

'Talitha Cumi'
-------------------------------------------------------------






'girl luvr' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Next installment....


A YOUNG BOYS AWAKENING

Part 6

On another occasion about this time I was involved in
an interesting role reversal and this was the only time
in my early life where a girl initiated the activity.
I met two older girls that I knew slightly on the way
home from school.  They lived in a nearby street and as
we talked, they said they had something to give me and
would I call around that afternoon after school.  I did
so and when I got there I was taken into what was
obviously one girl's bedroom.  I was told that it was a
surprise, so I was asked to lie on the bed and close my
eyes.  Suddenly the older sister held my arms while the
younger started to remove my shorts.  I was a bit
frightened and started to struggle but to avail, as
they were larger and stronger than I was.  When they
started to play with my penis and testicles, I suddenly
realized that this was fun and lay back to enjoy it.
With a bit of persuasion on my part, the older one
lifted her dress, removed her panties and allowed me
play with her genitals but would not allow me to insert
my finger in her 'hole'.  She quite well developed and
this was my first real experience of full female pubic
hair.

Part 7

By now I was about 13 and had started masturbating,
often 2 or 3 times a day.  As I was older I had more
freedom to travel around on my bicycle and used to
frequent a very large park on the outskirts of our
town.  I should mention that during my wandering around
this park I used to spend considerable time trying to
see up girl's dresses to catch a glimpse of their
panties or trying to see them getting changed.  In fact
this was the main reason I used to frequent the area.

Near the main gate of the park was a small swimming
pool.  I used to hang out around this area to talk to
girls that I met, but few opportunities were available
as this pool was very public with a lot of people
passing.

However about 200 - 300 yards away from the main public
pool was a small, shallow paddling pool used by mothers
with young children.  They frequently changed their
children there instead of using the nearby changing
facilities and this often afforded me glimpses of the
girls genitals.  Although I got a vicarious thrill from
it, it also frustrated me because I was not able to get
close enough.

This area was also used on occasion by older children
as well and I liked to sit on the seats nearby because
girls would often paddle in the pool.  To do this the
common thing as for them to tuck the hem of their dress
into the legs of their panties giving an almost bloomer
like effect.  Because of this I was often able to see
their underwear and this gave me quite a thrill.

A few yards away secluded by trees, was an old dressing
shed consisting of back to back male and female
facilities.  Each half consisted of a changing room and
a single toilet cubicle.  This cubicle was roofed, but
the changing area was open to the sky so there was
plenty of light.  These were rather dilapidated and
between two boards I had found a thin horizontal gap
just above head height in the wall between the two
changing areas.  When there was nobody around, I was
able to stand on the wooden form and use this gap to
view in great detail what was happening in the other
side.  However as other boys often used the changing
rooms, I had to constantly be on guard so this option
was frequently not available and I was in constant fear
of being caught.

After a month or so I realized that the rear wall of
these old sheds had been sheathed in old and used
corrugated iron.  I suspect that like many town
councils ours had saved money by using second hand
materials.  The buildings had been built very close to
a large hedge and I found that I was able to push
between the hedge and the metal wall when few people
were near.  Provided I was very quiet, nobody was ever
aware that I was there.  Being used-iron, there were
quite a few nail holes in the wall so whenever
opportunity permitted, I would sneak between the hedge
and dressing shed and peer through these small holes.

On occasions I used to hide there until girls came to
get changed and I was often successful in seeing girls
who were partially or completely nude, but as the
holes were small my view was rather limited.  However
to my young teenage mind this was all tremendously
exciting and I would sometimes wait there for an hour
or more with my heart pounding to get a few minutes
glimpse.  Once I saw two girls of about 13 or 14 come
in and get undressed and to my excitement start to hug
each other, then gently rub each other's small breasts.
This only lasted for a minute as they heard someone
coming and stopped to finish changing into their
swimwear.

Shortly after this I came close to my undoing.  I used
to talk to girls that I met and carefully 'sound them
out', usually with only limited success.  One day I met
a girl of probably the same age or a bit younger than
myself.  We walked around the park while I talked to
her and eventually we sat down on the edge of a small
stream running through one end of the park but well
away from the popular areas.  At this point the stream
was about 4 feet lower than the surrounding park and
the lawns sloped down to the stream edge.  There was
nobody nearby, while ahead there was only bare lawn and
a road so it was over 200 yards to the nearest houses,
so we really could not be seen.  She didn't refuse any
suggestions that I made so I soon had the crotch of her
panties gently pulled to one side while I played with
her clitoris and vulva.

She seemed almost impassive and strangely didn't seem
to either like or dislike what I was doing.  I found
this very odd when I thought about it later, but I was
to busy enjoying myself at the time to worry.  She was
the only girl that I 'played with' that seemed like
that.  Most were either a definite 'NO' or were very
willing and seemed to enjoy the experience.  When
interrupted by two boys walking toward us, we finished
and I asked her to meet me there the following day.
She agreed and I rode home on my bicycle with great
expectations for the next day.

About an hour later my brother came home and told me a
lady was looking for a boy who had interfered with her
daughter.  He said that the description had sounded
like me which of course I denied, and I told him I had
not been near the park.  The girl had obviously told
her mother and, as she could not find me, she had told
this group of boys (my brother was one) to tell 'the
boy' that she was going report him to the school
headmaster.  I was physically sick with worry for the
next three days but nothing happened.  I can only
assume that the parents decided that it was not very
serious and decided not to pursue the matter.  However
this put a damper on my activities and I kept well
clear of the park for many months.  This was very
frustrating, as this had been my favorite 'happy hunting
ground'.

Parts 8 and 9 to follow next

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>To 'girl luvr':
>
>Thanks again for an excellent posting.  That's some
>story you've got going on there.  I will admit to being
>more than a little jealous.  Outside of the confines of
>my mind I've had a completely sexless childhood and
>adolescence.  I always welcome material to vicariously
>fill that part of my life.  Actually, I always have
>been interested by first love and sexual awakening in
>literature and films.  That is why I so love the French
>Riviera chapters of Lolita, and the work of John
>Irving.  It's those first stirrings which I felt
>acutely, but never acted upon.  And now I am past the
>age of "innocent" exploration.  I think this is a part
>of the motivational force between my love for little
>girls.  That by having a relationship with a little
>girl I can somehow take back some of what I lost.  Or
>maybe that's just needless psychoanalysing - I don't
>know.  Any thoughts?
>
>I do know, however, that it was through literature that
>I discovered my orientation.  I would be turned on by
>any even remotely sexual scene involving young girls.
>Even reading Famous Five books at the age of eleven, I
>wanted the Five (well, not Timmy - even _I'm_ not that
>twisted) to start falling in love with each other.  (I
>can never remember which ones are related.  I wasn't a
>great fan, I have to admit.)

Hi Lloyd

Many thanks for the kind comments and I would like to
say I am really enjoying your ongoing saga as well.
Wherever you are, sounds rather a nice place and I
confess I am envious.

I want to emphasise to readers of my "saga".  It is 99
percent true and the only errors are in the early
stages where my memory is a trifle hazy.  Before anyone
thinks I am still "active", the activities I portray
stopped cold at about 20 (over 40 years ago) when I
started dating girls, and it is only in recent years
that my fascination has been rekindled and this is
STRICTLY from a Voyeur perspective.

Regards to all and keep up the posts

'girl luvr'
---------------------------------------------------------
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    [ Press-cuttings round-up ]


* UK: _Police obscenity squad raid Saatchi gallery_
* UK: _Art world defends Saatchi child pictures_
* UK: _Saatchi defies police over child photos_
* UK: _AOL's immunity from child porn to set UK precedent_

* USA: _Supreme Court questions Utah's child pornography law_
* USA: _Nine-Year-Old Charged With Sex Abuse_
* Canada: _Judge questions sex-offender 'two-strikes' law_

* Europe/USA: _Privacy Panel Condemns Cybercrime Treaty_

* Research review: _NSPCC report: a picture of innocence?_
* UK press comment on the Saatchi raids




UK:
----------------------------------------------------------

_Police obscenity squad raid Saatchi gallery_

10th March 2001

The world-famous Saatchi gallery has been raided by
officers from Scotland Yard's obscene publications unit
and warned that they will return to seize pictures in
its current exhibition, I am a Camera, unless the
offending images are removed before the gallery opens
its doors to the public again.

The Metropolitan police confirmed last night that
officers had visited the gallery twice this week after
three complaints under anti-child pornography
legislation and a report was being forward to the Crown
Prosecution Service.

The exhibition features the work of a group of artists
and photographers selected by Charles Saatchi himself
and taken from his personal collection of photographs
and paintings.  It has been running for eight weeks and
has been reviewed in most of the broadsheet papers and
magazines from the Tatler to the Telegraph, without any
public complaints to the gallery.

The police have also warned a London international fine
art publisher, Edward Booth-Clibborn [Booth-Clibborn
Editions], to remove from sale thousands of copies of
his book I am a Camera, on which the exhibition is
based, by next Thursday or he will also face the threat
of prosecution.  "The police told me that they want
them 'all out' of the bookstores," he said.

The images at the centre of the police action against
the gallery involve two photographs by Tierney Gearon,
a former [Vogue?] fashion photographer, in a series of
15 snapshot-style images that document her personal family
life.  They both depict her two children, Emily and
Michael, aged six and four, naked or partly naked while
playing.  In one the two children are wearing
theatrical masks while in the other her son is
urinating in the snow.  The police have also voiced
concerns about a small photograph by Nan Goldin [of a
child standing over another with no clothes on] on page
50 of the 499-page book, which also features pictures
by Tracey Emin and Andy Warhol.

Inspector Brian Ward of Scotland Yard's obscene
publications and internet unit first visited the
gallery "as a member of the public" to see the
photographs on display before he went to the gallery in
St John's Wood, north London, on Thursday for a second
time with other officers to confront the curator.  He
told them he would return with a warrant to seize the
pictures if they were not removed before the gallery
reopens to the public next Thursday.

The Met would not confirm last night that it was acting
after a complaint from a Sunday newspaper but Insp Ward
told the gallery's curator, Jenny Blythe, and Mr
Booth-Clibborn that he was acting after receiving
complaints from the press and members of the public.  A
Met spokeswoman said there had been three separate
complaints but was not prepared to discuss who had made
them.

Within hours of the inspector's second visit, Tierney
Gearon, the photographer in question, was visited by
two journalists at her home address initially claiming
they were from the Telegraph.  They gained entry while
she was out by claiming they had an appointment.  The
News of the World last night denied that it was behind
the complaint to the police or had visited the artist's
home.

Ms Blythe of Saatchis said the gallery had been shocked
by the police's action and vigorously denied that the
photographs in question were in any way pornographic.
"I was so surprised I could not quite believe it," she
said.  "They are funny and delightful.  Tierney Gearon
is totally devoted to her children.  They are snapshots
of her children at play.  They are not depraved in any
way."

A leading lawyer on freedom of expression, Geoffrey
Robertson, is believed to have advised the gallery that
what it faces amounts to censorship by police threat
and that the depiction of children without sexual
overtones is not indecent.  Police claim they are
acting under the 1978 Protection of Children Act, which
makes it a criminal offence to take 'indecent' pictures
of children.  A spokesman said that a file had been
sent to the Crown Prosecution Service.  The CPS
normally takes six to eight weeks to decide whether to
press charges.

Mr Booth-Clibborn's book is on sale in bookshops
throughout Britain and also in America, Japan and
Germany.  One of the controversial photographs features
on the cover of the British edition.  He said that
police suggested he cut out the pages that contained
the photographs.

--

  [ Ianthe's note: Ironically, The Telegraph interviewed
    the artist in January, recommend her work and
    recommended you go see it - at the Saatchi gallery!

    http://www.telegraph.co.uk/et?ac=004175908951986&rtmo=
    Qw3pO9xR&atmo=rrrrrrrq&pg=/et/01/1/17/tltiern17.html  ]

--

[...]

The two pictures at issue are from a series of 15
images by the American photographer Tierney Gearon.  They
depict her six-year-old daughter and four-year-old son.
In one picture the two children are pictured naked,
wearing masks on a beach; in another the boy is
urinating in the snow.

One of the pictures in question was printed in the
latest edition of several prestigious art magazines on
sale in the UK, including _Art in America_.  The other
picture, of children on the beach, is currently featured
on the web sites of both the BBC
[ http://www.bbc.co.uk/londonlive/entertainment/exhibitions/
camera_1.shtml ] and the fine-art retailer eyeStorm
[ http://www.eyestorm.com/exhibit/EX3_venue_info.asp?venue_id=450 ].

Miss Gearon, 37, was quoted last night as saying: "The
police said they had received complaints from Customs
and Excise and from journalists.  They said the
pictures were indecent and needed to be removed from
the exhibition.  I was shocked by this.  They just
captured a moment in life.  It is something that
children do.  I am a mother and around children a lot.
None of them are posed.  They are not set up."

--

[...] I am a Camera, which is sponsored by The
Independent on Sunday [newspaper] has attracted up to
3,000 visitors at the weekends.  The gallery has
extended its run because of high demand from the
public.

[...] Her photographs have been well received - Elton
John has bought a few, as has the comedian Steve Martin.

--

_Art world defends Saatchi child pictures_

11th March 2001

Leading commentators responded in dismay yesterday to
news that police had visited the Saatchi Gallery in
London and threatened to close down an exhibition that
includes photographs of naked children.

Baroness Warnock, the moral philosopher, described the
police action as "a monstrous interference", Lord
Puttnam said it was "utter silliness", critic Germaine
Greer said the pictures did not represent "anything
that other people don't do" and Alan Yentob, the BBC's
director of drama asked if the police did not have
better things to do.  Scotland Yard's obscene
publications unit has told the gallery to remove
pictures by the American [Atlanta, Georgia] artist
Tierney Gearon before it next opens on Thursday or
face charges.

The gallery does not intend to remove them.  Last night
artists and critics were unanimous in their
condemnation of the police action, and warned that it
could create a dangerous precedent that threatened
artistic freedom.

Lady Warnock, the moral philosopher, said: "I think it
is a monstrous interference on behalf of the police -
it's the kind of act of a politically correct
dictatorship.  I can't imagine anything more terrible
than police coming in and saying this photographer
can't take pictures of their own children.  It is
something artists have always done."

Sir David Puttnam, the film producer, said: "I have
known Charles Saatchi for years and I cannot for one
moment believe this is anything but utter silliness.
This is all probably down to one berk who has
complained to the police.  Whenever these scandals
appear, 99 times out of 100 they always end up being
massively embarrassing for the misguided people who
start them."

"I am sure they are completely innocent pictures," said
Mr Yentob.  "The implication of obscenity has only been
made as a consequence of the vice squad going to the
gallery in a lumbering way.  Have they not got better
things to do?"  Photographers had always been
fascinated by the innocence of youth, he said.  "I was
very surprised that that such action should take place
in a sophisticated city like London."

Germaine Greer said the pictures did not represent
"anything that other people don't do".  They could be
misused, she said, but then so could images of the
Virgin Mary.  "The annoying thing is that all the
people who think they are not going to like it will go
along to the gallery and make a nuisance of themselves
- and the rest of the people who might understand it
will probably stay away."

Jon Norton, the artist and banker, and husband of Mo
Mowlam [New Labour politician], said: "In society, we
need to have the greatest freedom of expression of art.
And therefore art should never be constrained, however
shocking or disturbing it is to society."

The images came across as "a celebration of family
life", said Paul Wombell, director of the
Photographers' Gallery in London.  "A lot of parents
take photographs of their children at this kind of age
on holiday and they rarely have clothes on."

"I'm all in favour of the police becoming art critics
as long as criminals can become magistrates," said Jake
Chapman, whose partnership with his brother Dinos has
taken the modern art world by storm in recent years.
"Art criticism should not be based on the 'obscenity'
laws, which are as melodramatic as the name implies."

--

11th March 2001

_Saatchi defies police over child photos_

Photographs of naked children on display at the art
gallery owned by the advertising guru Charles Saatchi
are to remain on show this week despite police saying
they should be removed as they may contravene child
protection laws.

Saatchi, who made his fortune with his brother Maurice
in advertising - they were the Conservative party's ad
agency - has told staff at the gallery in north London
"not to take down" the photographs.

The gallery, which is noted for exhibiting the works of
young British artists such as Tracey Emin and Damien
Hirst, has taken legal advice from barrister Geoffrey
Robertson.  It is understood that he doubts they could
be prosecuted on the grounds of lewdness.  Robertson
will give his opinion to the police tomorrow.

[...] Booth-Clibborn Editions, the fine art publishers,
has printed 8,500 copies of the book, which depicts
photographs and paintings due to appear at the Saatchi
gallery later this year.  The gallery and several shops
that were contacted by this newspaper deny receiving
any complaints from the public after stocking the book.

"In the eight weeks of the exhibition and with many
thousands coming here, none of us at the gallery had
had any complaint at all," said curator Jenny Blyth.

Gearon, who now lives in Britain, said that she had
taken her children, who are now aged five and seven, to
the exhibition, and that they had no problems with the
pictures. [...]

-----------------------------------------------------






UK:
-----------------------------------------------------

_AOL's immunity from child porn to set UK precedent_

9th March 2001

A Supreme Court's decision to absolve America Online
from responsibility for the sale of child pornography
in its chatrooms, could soon be imitated by European
legislation that is expected to exempt Internet Service
Providers (ISP's) from liability for the content that
they host.

The Florida state Supreme Court ruled Thursday that the
Communications and Decency Act (CDA) gives ISP's
immunity from prosecution for illegal information
disseminated by users.  An EU directive, called the
Horizontal Selling Directive, due to be finalised
shortly, is likely to follow the same path, doing
little more than reinforcing the current "notice and
take down" policy adopted by most British ISP's.

"In principle, America has gone much further than the
UK in exempting ISP's from liability for offending
material carried on their servers," said Robin Bynoe,
partner at city law firm Charles Russel.

In a four to three decision by a panel of judges, the
lawsuit filed by a Florida woman whose 11-year-old son
appeared in a 'lewd' videotape sold by one AOL user to
another, was thrown out.

-----------------------------------------------------






USA:
-----------------------------------------------------

6th March 2001

_Supreme Court questions Utah's child pornography law_

The Utah Attorney General's Office faced some pointed
constitutional questions about the state's child
pornography law from the Supreme Court Monday morning.

Two Utah men, arrested in separate child pornography
cases, are appealing their sentences under the law.

At issue was the constitutionality of the version of
the child pornography law that was in effect in 1999,
when the two men were arrested.

Citing U.S. Supreme Court precedent, Neil Kaplan,
attorney for Peterson, argued that in order for the
Utah law to be constitutional, it must ban depictions
of sexually explicit conduct, and the types of conduct
prohibited by the law must be defined.

-----------------------------------------------------





USA:
-----------------------------------------------------

_Nine-Year-Old Charged With Sex Abuse_

10th March 2001

A 9-year-old Cedar City girl was charged Friday in 5th
District Juvenile Court with sexual abuse of a child,
for allegedly holding down a 5-year-old girl, giving
her "kisses" on her chest and "touching inappropriate
areas."

Police are continuing their investigation, including
questions about where the 9-year-old would learn such
behavior, said Sgt.  Dave Holm.

The alleged "assault" took place March 3 at the
5-year-old's home in Cedar City while the two children
were playing.

The younger girl told a parent about the purported
incident who then contacted police.

-----------------------------------------------------





Canada:
-----------------------------------------------------

6th March 2001

_Judge questions sex-offender 'two-strikes' law_

In handing down a mandatory sentence of life in prison,
a Clark County judge pointed out that the two-time sex
offender would have received a much shorter sentence if
he had killed, instead of molested, his victim.

Andrew Michael Flores, 42, was convicted of
first-degree child molestation after a bench trial by
Superior Court Judge Roger Bennett in October.  He was
sentenced last week by Bennett, who questioned the
fairness of the state's "two strikes" law for sex
offenders.

"It seems to punish for crimes that are generally
considered to be less serious than murder," Bennett
said.

In 1996, the Legislature passed the "two strikes" law
for those convicted of sexual crimes.  Flores, from
Clark County, was convicted of molesting the young
child of a former live-in girlfriend.

His attorney, Brian Walker, said Flores would appeal
the sentence.  "It's way out of proportion," he said.
"It's cruel and unusual."

-----------------------------------------------------





Privacy:
-----------------------------------------------------

03/08/01

_Privacy Panel Condemns Cybercrime Treaty_

7th March 2001

A panel of privacy experts said Wednesday that a nearly
completed European agreement on computer crime
threatens business interests as well as privacy, civil
and sovereignty rights.

Under the European Council's Draft Convention on
Cyber-crime, countries would coordinate and cooperate
to enforce computer-crime laws.  The agreement is being
drafted by the 43-member nations of the Council.  The
United States is driving the drafting process and is
eligible to sign the convention.

Parties that 'aid or abet' fall under the provisions as
well and individuals who violate the convention could
be extradited.  Companies would be liable for the
actions of their key personnel.  The crimes defined in
the draft are, in some cases "breathtakingly broad" and
countries can adopt very different views of some of the
articles, said James Halpert, an attorney representing
the NetCoalition, a commercial group that includes AOL,
DoubleClick and America Online.  Halbert cited language
in the convention, which defines fraud as using a
computer 'inappropriately' to cause someone a loss of
property under their domestic laws.  But Halbert
pointed out that Germany prohibits comparative price
advertising -- a practice accepted in the United
States.  "You can begin to see why this sort of
(language) might be of concern," Halbert told attendees
at this year's Conference on Computers, Freedom and
Privacy.

His organization also is concerned that service
providers not be held broadly liable for the actions of
their users under the convention.  There are also broad
sections on enforcement in the convention.  Countries
would need to put into place the capability to collect
electronic evidence -- this would include the
collecting and storing of huge amounts of real-time
data, collecting communications and acting at times to
keep such collection "confidential".

Fred Eisner, a consultant for the Dutch government and
private companies, said the draft made unfair demands
on Internet service providers by asking them to track
Web users' online movements.  "This draft convention
lacks balance," Eisner told the assembly.  "The
convention explicitly gives much more power to law
enforcement agencies and it has no system of checks and
balances."

Members of the panel said the language was heavily
weighted in favor of law enforcement and decried the
closed nature of the agreement drafting process.

David Banisar, Deputy Director of the London-based
organization Privacy International, described the first
23 drafting sessions on the convention -- sessions held
before work on it was made public -- as meetings of law
enforcement working on their "dream law."  "Everything
in this law is slanted towards law enforcement" said
Banisar.  "...If they can get this passed
internationally and get it adopted into a significant
number of countries around the world they will have
significantly more powers to do all sorts of things
that they have been trying to do in the United States
for years."

He went on to cite enhanced wiretapping and the
possibility that governments could demand that
individuals turn over encryption keys.  The issue of
broader wiretaps is a proposal that was recently
rejected in the United States.

One concern cited repeatedly by the panel and the
audience is that the convention was a way to
reintroduce such rejected ideas under the banner of
international cooperation.

Jonathan Zittrain, Harvard Law School professor and
head of the Berkman Center for Internet and Society,
calls this kind of international law "murky" and notes
that progress toward international legal standards is
mostly stalled among the competing interests of
business, civil rights, police, and regional
protection.

Under provisions in the convention supporting such
cooperation, said panelists, one nation could find
itself helping enforce laws with which it does not
agree.  "Countries that have less of a tradition of
civil liberties are more likely to draft criminal laws
that are very, very broad and just ... copy parts of
this into their criminal code, " said Halbert.

Depending on how nations draft their laws, he said,
'hacking' could come to include using a website without
following all of the site rules -- like not using
offensive language, or not registering using your real
name and address.  Though that is not the intent of the
convention, he explained, some governments may use the
treaty to go after "all sorts of people for all sorts
of interesting offenses."

Calls to the U.S. Justice Department for comment on the
convention were not returned.

Work on the convention is nearly complete and the
agreement could be available for countries to sign as
early as this autumn.

Though the U.S. government has endorsed the gist of the
treaty, it is unclear whether the Bush administration
might have objections with the final version, said
Bruce McConnell, president of McConnell International,
a Washington-based consulting firm.

"The new administration is becoming very interested in
the treaty but is not yet up to speed," he said in an
interview.  "We still need to see how it will play
out."

-----------------------------------------------------






Research review:
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8th March 2001

_NSPCC report: a picture of innocence?_

This year started as last year ended: with society's
obsession with child sexual abuse on an ever-upward
spiral.

The year 2000 began with news of a 10-year-old boy
being placed on the sexual offenders register for
touching a younger girl's genitals.  The summer months
were taken over by news of the murder of eight-year-old
Sarah Payne, and the subsequent campaign to rid housing
estates of paedophiles.  By the end of 2000, the UK
government was attempting to resolve the 'adoption
crisis' - where thousands of kids wanted to be adopted
by thousands of families who wanted to adopt them, but
councils and social work departments were afraid to
allow it, at least in part due to concerns about how to
guarantee that the families would not abuse these
children.

So with the publication of a piece of research,
described by one national UK newspaper as 'the most
comprehensive survey of child abuse so far in the UK'
(1), can we now put in perspective the widespread
notion that child abuse is all around us?  At first
sight, it would seem that we can.

'Child Maltreatment in the United Kingdom', published
in November 2000 by the National Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children (NSPCC), questions
the widespread perception that a large proportion of
families - especially working-class families - are
abusive.  The report points out that over 90 percent of
families are loving and caring, and that the difference
between working-class and middle-class families, in
terms of abuse, is relatively minor (2).

The report also challenges the belief, held by many
social workers and child protection professionals, that
the 'high risk' sexual abusers in the family are
fathers, and especially stepfathers.  'Child
Maltreatment in the UK' points out that the level of
abuse among fathers and stepfathers combined is only
0.4 percent - and that slightly more natural fathers
than stepfathers abuse children.  (The definition for
sexual abuse here, as well as including intercourse,
also includes touching, hugging or kissing in a sexual
way and the exposure of sexual organs.) (3)

Interestingly, despite the current concern with
what is seen as a violent macho culture among men, the
NSPCC report shows that fathers are 'less violent' than
mothers in their disciplining of children.

Even though the weeks following Sarah Payne's murder
in July 2000 were dominated by fears about paedophiles
on the prowl, the NSPCC's research also found that
sexual acts between strangers and children were
extremely rare, and (with the exception of exposure)
were carried out by men and women in equal numbers.
(As well as forced acts, this category also included
consensual sexual acts with anybody five or more years
older than the respondent when the respondent was under
the age of 16.  The report recognised that some of
these sexual acts might not be seen as abusive by some
- for example, if a 14-year old had consented to sex
with a 19-year old.)

With police checks, social work reports, sexual
offenders lists and vetting procedures generally
developing across council workplaces and voluntary
organisations who deal with children, it was
interesting to note that, of the 2869 respondents to
the NSPCC's study, none had been sexually abused in any
way by a social or care worker; none had been abused by
a priest or religious leader; and only nine
respondents, 0.3 percent of the sample, had been
sexually abused by a teacher.  (Again, these figures
include consensual sexual acts with anybody five or
more years older than the respondent when the
respondent was under the age of 16.)  Part of the
reason for this low figure may be that respondents
might have had little contact with care workers and
priests, although clearly all would have had a lot of
contact with teachers.

Addressing the issue of disciplinarian families, the
NSPCC report shows that freedom of expression within
families is extremely high.  Only two percent of
respondents said they had no freedom to express their
views or have them considered by their parents; one
percent said they had no freedom to think and believe
in what they wanted regarding, for example, politics or
religion; and less than one percent said they had no
freedom to meet and mix with other people.

Continuing on this theme, and despite this rather
leading question - 'In the past many people found it
too embarrassing to talk about sex to young
people... How easy did you find it to talk to your
parents about sex?'  - only 16 percent said they found
it very difficult.  This figure provides some challenge
to the image promoted by the UK government of
fuddy-duddy parents, who need parenting classes to help
them loosen up and talk to their kids.

Even when it comes to the currently controversial
issue of whether smacking children should be considered
a form of abuse, the report labels as 'questionable'
the notion that smacking is part of a continuum of
violence which can lead to serious abuse.  The report
claims that its data suggests 'a qualitative difference
between the use of occasional slaps or smacks with an
open hand, and violent treatment by parents, rated as
seriously abusive because it caused injury or regularly
had lasting physical effects' (4).


In all these findings, the NSPCC report seems to
confirm that family life and childhood is, for the vast
majority of children, anything but the abusive
nightmare it is often presented to be.  But this report
did not lead to a call to re-examine the growing
vetting of all who work with children, or a challenge
to the generalised suspicion of men, which is likely to
result in male primary or nursery teachers fast
becoming a dying breed.  The study will not mean an end
to the 'stranger danger' awareness campaigns given to
children in every school in the UK, and has not
resulted in the NSPCC dropping its idea of child-only
parks that allow adults in 'only if accompanied by a
child'.  Nor, I imagine, will it change the campaigns
currently run by many children's charities and
organisations calling for a law against smacking.

Why won't this report challenge any of these fears?
Quite simply, because it was carried out by the NSPCC:
an organisation that appears to spend most of its time
trying to convince parents that it is not safe for our
children to step outside - or even inside - their own
front door.  For this organisation to debunk the idea
that all our children are at risk of being abused would
be like the emperor admitting that he had no clothes.

If a myth was challenged in the report 'Child
Maltreatment in the United Kingdom', it was highlighted
only to emphasise the gravity of a different danger
facing children, and the need for further professional
intervention and support to prevent further abuse.  So
for example, the findings that social class did not
make so much difference to the rate of abuse as is
often assumed only led to the conclusion that
middle-class families are more abusive than had
previously been imagined, and that they should receive
more attention from social workers.

Despite this report's finding that the incidence of
child abuse seemed to be lower than many past pieces of
research have claimed, and certainly lower than is
often assumed by child experts and professionals, the
NSPCC continued with their Happy Xmas campaign, which
informed us that child abuse is all around us.  And
while the report concluded that the vast majority of
children are not living in an abusive family, its
authors emphasised that seven percent of children are
seriously physically abused by their parents, and six
percent are emotionally abused.

The NSPCC report is not only a highly detailed study
of abuse experienced by the 2869 18 to 24-year olds in
the survey.  It also gives a useful overview of
research on this subject from Europe and the USA.
However, as the researchers for the report point out
throughout, the issue of what is and is not abuse is
often largely definitional and open to interpretation,
depending on cultural differences and age differences.
It is specifically dependent upon the methodology of
researchers looking at these issues.  (One study, for
example, found that depending on research methods,
emotional abuse has been seen to affect between 0.69
percent and 25.7 percent of the population.)

Even though the report shows the incidence of child
abuse to be fairly low, these figures are questionable,
as they are based on categories defined by the
researchers and measurements of these categories which
- as the report recognises - are often arbitrary.

The NSPCC report attempts to be scientific, in terms
of categorising abuse by the type of treatment, its
severity and its regularity.  For example, the report
classifies 'serious physical abuse', 'intermediate
abuse' and 'cause for concern' by using such
formulations as 'being hit on the bottom with a hard
implement'.  The kind of behaviour that falls into
these categories would no doubt upset many good, loving
parents.  This is especially true for the category
'emotional abuse', which includes acts that most people
would find entirely unexceptional.

The categories of emotional abuse within the report
range from 'psychological controls', which include
factors like 'mother unpredictable', through to 'proxy
attacks', which include 'parent got rid of your pet'.
Other categories include 'psycho/physical control and
domination', for example 'mouth washed out with soap'
(I can feel my mother cringing); 'humiliation', for
example 'shouted or screamed at regularly over the
years' (at least once a week - is this regular
enough?); 'withdrawal', for example 'given too little
attention as a child'; 'antipathy', for example 'father
disliked you' (yep); and finally 'terrorising', for
example 'sometimes really afraid of father/mother'
(especially after I had burned down the corn field).

With questions in the emotional abuse category like
'have you been called lazy or stupid over the years by
your mother?', one gets the impression that it is not
only the level of parental discipline that is being
scrutinised in this report.  So is the amount of
pressure that parents put on their children to do their
homework or tidy their bedroom.  And by creating
tick-box categories of physical and emotional abuse in
this way, the report loses any sense of the personal
and family circumstances which relate to the treatment
of children.  The term 'child maltreatment' becomes so
confused as to be almost meaningless.

Being hit on the bottom with a hard implement, for
example, is one of a number of physical abuse
categories that appear alongside being 'burned or
scalded on purpose'.  But are they really equally bad?
Using a hard implement on a child's backside may be a
form of discipline, or it may be done purely out of
spite and cruelty.  The NSPCC report assumed that,
regardless of what the child has done and regardless of
the reasons for the severity of the punishment, a child
may be being abused.  But surely a child who constantly
misbehaves and is constantly punished for his actions
is different from a child who never misbehaves and is
regularly hurt by a parent, out of spite and malice.

 Questions in the emotional abuse category
 include 'have you been called lazy or stupid by your
 mother?'

The NSPCC, an organisation whose mission is
attempting to prevent *cruelty* to children, seems to
have lost sight of what cruelty is.  Child cruelty - a
malicious, dehumanising, sadistic act - should not be
acceptable to society.  But whether an act is cruel or
not can often only be fully understood by examining the
intention of the adult who is punishing the child.  By
blurring the distinction between well-intentioned
discipline and abuse, the NSPCC risks losing its
ability to distinguish between truly cruel parents and
those who simply do not comply with a child expert's
tick-list of correct behaviour.

Another worrying feature of the child maltreatment
report is not only that the NSPCC has lost sight of
what cruelty is.  This children's charity also seems to
have lost sight of what it means to be a child.

Having found relatively low levels of child abuse
(especially sexual abuse) by adults, an NSPCC press
release explained that, in fact, the main sexual
abusers were children themselves.  This was the main
focus of the press coverage greeting the report.

The press release laid to rest a number of popular
myths about child abuse, such as 'most sex abuse occurs
between father and daughter', and 'adults are
responsible for most sexual violence against children
and young people outside the home'.  It debunked these
myths with a series of counter-assertions: that 'the
most likely relative to abuse within the family is a
brother or stepbrother', and 'children are most likely
to be forced into unwanted sexual activity by other
young people, most usually from someone described as a
boyfriend'.

Yet even if the survey's respondents cited brothers
as the family member most often involved in sexual acts
within the family, the child maltreatment report itself
notes that the 'very small' numbers involved in these
activities must be borne in mind when assessing these
results.  Unfortunately, this was not the impression
given by the NSPCC's panic press release and the
consequent shock-horror headlines.

When examining 'sexual abuse' among other children,
the definition for sexual abuse not only includes
intercourse, but also includes touching, hugging or
kissing in a sexual way, the exposure of sexual organs,
and being shown pornography (5).  Parents might be
concerned about all this behaviour among their
children, but there is a clear difference between
siblings having sex and siblings showing each other
Page 3 of _The Sun_.

More importantly, the actions of a 13-year-old boy in
relation to his 11-year-old sister cannot and should
not be seen as comparable to the actions of a
30-year-old man.  Nor should it be assumed, as it is by
NSPCC director Mary Marsh, that 'such behaviour [by
children] can only damage the development of her or his
sexual and emotional relationships'.  Siblings have
flashed their genitals at each other for decades,
without experiencing any lasting damage.  That this
behaviour is put under the media spotlight, and
discussed as dirty and damaging, could have a far more
negative impact on children than what used to be called
'messing about'.

The NSPCC's failure to distinguish between children
and adults, and the loss of any clear analysis of
intent within the actions of sexual abusers, equates
the clumsy immature fumblings of children and
adolescents with the actions of rapists and perverts.
And when they see the next 10-year olds put on the
sexual offenders register for playing doctors and
nurses, we can only expect this children's charity to
applaud.  What 'cruelty' is the NSPCC preventing which
children from, exactly?

(1) Guardian 20 November 2000
(2) 'Child Maltreatment in the UK', NSPCC, November 2000, p104
(3) 'Child Maltreatment in the UK', NSPCC, November 2000, p80
(4) 'Child Maltreatment in the UK', NSPCC, November 2000, p97
(5) 'Child Maltreatment in the UK', NSPCC, November 2000, p80
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Art: (see Saatchi Gallery raid story, above)
-----------------------------------------------------

_Family snapshots show a peculiar art_

10th March 2001

Tierney Gearon's pictures look like what they are,
family snapshots which she insists are unposed and
spontaneous.  They are odd to see in a gallery, not
because of their content but because of their formal
qualities, or lack of them.  The harsh colours and
shallow focus reveal that these really are snaps, taken
with a fairly ordinary camera, blown up big.

Gearon's claim to ingenuousness is plausible.  She is
an American living in London who has never exhibited
before.  She does not as yet have a dealer, and had no
track record as an artist before Charles Saatchi saw
her work and asked her to be in the show I Am a Camera
alongside Andy Warhol, Nan Goldin and Richard
Billingham.

Her images of naked children on the beach and a child
peeing in the snow, that police claim are in
contravention of the child protection act, are pictures
by a mother of her own children, taken in the maelstrom
of family life.  Yet the reason these pictures are in
an art gallery rather than on a mantelpiece is that
they are a little peculiar.  In the two pictures that
caused most distress to the police, the children's
faces are concealed.  The boy pissing in the snow wears
black goggles, as does the girl looking at him.  On the
beach, the children are nude, except for identical
masks of a weird, cartoonish blonde bombshell.  The boy
points a toy gun at us, while the girl stands hand on
hip.

Gearon is not the first artist to portray children in a
way some might find troubling.  The police officers who
visited the Saatchi Gallery might want to scrutinise
the work of Julia Margaret Cameron, the Victorian
photographer who posed her great niece Florence Fisher
as a semi-nude John the Baptist in 1872, not to mention
Lewis Carroll, whose photograph of Alice Liddell as a
beggar girl in off-the-shoulder rags was greatly
admired by Lord Tennyson.

As a billion family albums bear witness, children have
a special relationship with the camera.  All you have
to do is point a camera at them and you have a
memorable image.  In fact far from being offensive,
Gearon could be accused of being derivative.  When the
American photographer Sally Mann published in 1992 her
book Intimate Family, full of black and white pictures
of her children nude, in languid poses in a
decadent-looking Virginia, there was an international
outcry - and Mann was established as a contemporary
classic.

Other artists have flirted even more graphically with
the line between childhood innocence and adult
experience; a couple of years ago British artist Mat
Collishaw exhibited photographs in which boys pose in
reconstructions of 19th-century Italian pornography,
but amid all the riot of Britart the provocation wasn't
even noticed.

Gearon's images play on the border that we patrol most
insistently.  Art will tend to do that, just as
children will do what they're told not to.

--

The policing should be left to Brian Sewell [a
right-wing art critic], not the vice squad.  For any
tiny thrill bicycle-seat-sniffers might achieve at the
gallery, they'd have to submit to rooms full of Charles
Saatchi's rather erratic taste in modern art.  You feel
that the time of the filth cops would be better spent
online or in Soho than in Hampstead.

-----------------------------------------------------






Poem:
-----------------------------------------------------

Haiku (traditional Japanese three-line poem)


 Man's eyes
 drift over schoolgirl's
 body.
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'Lloyd' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

Well, I've still managed to keep from abusing my
position of authority here.  Not that I have one,
really.  The ideas of me and authority don't really
gel.  I have developed a real crush on a fourteen year
old, though.  She's pretty, friendly, speaks good
English and always seems really happy.  She seems to
like me, though I doubt in _that_ way.  I'm not going
to 'push it'.  A really strange thing happened the other
day.  A couple of girls came up to me and stroked my
hair.  I actually felt a little uncomfortable.  It was
just so unexpected.  Sadly I was not attracted to them.
(And at fifteen, they were 'over the hill' ;))

--

I'm taking language lessons at the moment.  One lesson
the teacher asked me to describe a current or ex
girlfriend.  Without thinking I found myself describing
Tamsin.  It was really odd.

--

After talking about my interest in first love the other
week, I saw the new version of Great Expectations.
(The one with Gwyneth Paltrow and Matt Damon) There is
a lovely little girl in it, playing GP when younger,
who has the 'sexual domination act' down pat.  The scene
when she and the boy are drinking from the fountain and
she touches tongues with him, drawing him into a
passionate kiss, is just fantastic.  Of course, as
always in movies, they got out of the childhood section
far too quickly.  This girl should have played Lolita.
Dominique Swain wasn't bad, but she wasn't twelve,
either.  While I'm on this subject, did anyone in
England see that series "In a Land of Plenty"?  I only
got the chance to see two episodes.  It looked very
promising.  A couple of pretty young girls in it.  I'm
going to have to get hold of the book.

   [ Check out Sophie in _The Camomile Lawn_, if
     you can find it, too. ]

--

One thing here really depresses me.  The number of
children you see either begging or selling things on
the street.  I also felt guilty when I feel more sorry
for the girls than I do for the boys.  It's not solely
motivated for my feelings for girls - I mean, the
possible future for a street girl is generally more
unpleasant - but it plays a part.  I just wish that I
could help them all.  And I find them attractive still,
which just adds a whole other level of feelings to the
thing.

--

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>From what you say, it is no secret to anyone with an
>atlas that you are either in Central or South America

I can neither confirm nor deny that I am currently in
South or Central America.

>>The sound of lgs speaking in Spanish is one of the
>>most
>>beautiful things you could hope to hear.  (I think
>>the
>>same goes for any of the romance languages.)

>Agreed - though you'll find that it will lose some of
>its charm once you yourself become accustomed to the
>language.  I've been working in the region for some
>years now, and I even think in Spanish, so the effect

>is almost unnoticeable for me these days.

Yeah, I imagined it would lose something when I could
actually understand what they were saying.  Hey, we'll
have to meet up for tea and crumpets some time.  ;)

(On Holden Cauldfield)
>No, I was thinking more of his comment that "In my
>mind I
>am probably the biggest sex maniac you've ever met".
>And
>so say all of us...;

Fair enough. I think I'd admit to that, as well.

(On Phoebe Cauldfield)
>Sure - though I think Phoebe symbolised purity,
>self-control and a number of other things for Holden,
>rather than anything inherently sexual.  She was his
>touchstone, with respect to love, self-acceptance,
>normality, hope etc.  I adore Lisa Simpson for many
>of
>the same reasons - she knows where she is going, and
>is
>not easily influenced by what's happening around her
>(God knows, I'm not attracted to her looks!).

Yeah, I'd agree that there isn't anything necessarily
sexual about his feelings for her, but I think that
there is something more than "normal" sibling love.
The comments on the way she sleeps, the way she dances
with him, the way she holds his hand.  I just get that
slightly "obsessed" feeling from it.  (I used speech
marks as I feel that the word obsession has sinister
undertones that I don't want to imply.)  It's this
"obsession" that characterises girl love for me.  It's
all the little things that are magnified.  I once spent
a blissful two or three minutes watching a little
girl's jaw muscles move as she ate a chocolate bar.
Tiny things that normally you wouldn't notice, but that
because of the situation draw your full attention.  I
identify a lot with HC.  On an "attraction to cartoon
characters" note, I always used to have a real crush on
Penny in Inspector Gadgett.  (Check out the live-action
version - she's played by the most gorgeous girl.)

>>>These were the 1970s, when the a yelled accusation
>>>of
>>>homosexuality would send everyone scurrying "bums
>>>to
>>>the wall"

>>That was still happening in the nineties.

>Radical!  I don't think we really believed what we
>were
>yelling - it was just an extremist reaction, to
>assert
>one's heterosexuality beyond doubt in an exclusively
>masculine environment.  The herd rools!

Yup, sounds familiar.  I was just at a normal
co-educational school, but the "need" to assert
masculinity/heterosexuality (because, after all, they
_are_ the same thing.  ;) ;)) was still very much
prevalent.  I can't say it's anything I've ever really
felt.  I always defended my heterosexuality (i.e.,
denied being gay - because I wasn't), but didn't really
assert it.

>>I think that I've said before that I did that whole
>>"conversion" from thinking I was gay to being a gl
>>thing.
>>So I won't go into it again.

>OK - I think I remember someone writing along those
>lines a year or so back.  I missed nearly a year of
>mailings when I had to go off the ASGL-L list for
>security reasons.  Still, it makes you wonder - or it
>makes me wonder: if you'd asked me at 18 years old, I
>would have told you (in confidence!)  that I was
>about
>85 percent boy-lover (15 percent interest in girls of
>my own age).  So if my orientation was able to change
>that much without any conscious effort on my part,
>why
>couldn't I _KEEP_ changing toward heterosexual
>"normality", even waving all the magic wands within
>reach?  Why and where did I get "stuck"?  Bloody
>frustrating, it is!

Oh, what the heck, I _will_ go into it again.

Actually, I've never gone into this period of my
history in that great detail.  My "fling" with boys
began when I was about twelve.  I was (I believe) rather
developed for my age, and had always liked and found
girls attractive, as far as I could remember.  (I never
went through that "Urgh, girls are horrible" phase)  My
parents were just starting to split up (after a year or
so's overheard arguments) I was beginning to discover
masturbation.  In my innocence, I had (before sex
education at high school at age 11) always associated
erections with needing to pee (well, it kind of made
sense)  My mum had given me 'the sex talk' when I was
about nine or ten (The girls my age and older had been
given a "special" lesson about their periods.  My mum
explained this to me, and explained sex as well) but
I didn't think of that.  I spent a lot of time in the
countryside with a boy a year and a half my junior.  We
spent a lot of time doing boyish things like seeing how
high up a wall we could pee, peeing in bottles, stuff
like that.  "Naughty" things that we could get away
with because there was so much space.

One day the conversation got round to "having a
stiffy".  I found that he had also discovered
masturbation (despite being younger than me.)  On
several occasions after that we would masturbate with
each other - that is, in each other's presence.  We
never actually touched each other, or even watched each
other.  Given the roots of this activity, and my
previous beliefs on erections, the link between
masturbation and urination was inevitable.  This came
on top of the awkward teenage worries about size, and a
desire to compare.  As a result I would attempt to
sneak glances of other boys as they peed.  I continued
to do this for two or three years.  But it was almost
always younger boys.  I would always try to share a
toilet if I could, and even followed boys into public
toilets.  My masturbation fantasies were almost always
focused on urination.  By the time I was about 15/16 I
no longer felt the compulsion to watch boys pee,
although memories of those I had already seen continued
to be my main fantasies.  The change started - as I
think I mentioned before - with John Irving when I was
16.  I began to get turned on by the young girls in his
books.  These started to make their mark in my
masturbatory experiences.

The final step in the puzzle was a glorious painting by
an artist by the name of Ellie Howitt.  She had done a
series of pop-art style paintings from photos of herself
as a girl.  One of these was featured in an edition of
"The Big Issue".  Two young girls lying on their
stomachs in red swimming costumes, their thumbs in
their mouths, subtle cleavage on the older girl, the
shoulder strap of the younger girl's costume slipping
down.  The painting was very simple - a limited palette
on a pink background, but it captured the life so well.
The reflections in the girls' dark hair, the sultry
looks in their eyes.  It - quite simply - 'did it' for
me.  I have since tried to track down her work over the
internet, but to no avail.

'Lolita' followed those two girls, and started to sell me
on the idea of the possibility of love 'twixt man and
girl.  I started to look on the internet for more
images of beauty (not porn, just nude photos) and
stumbled upon FP.  And here I am today.  All through
the time  was fantasising about boys, I was still
attracted to girls.  Indeed, I would say I have never
actually been attracted to another man.  It was
purely the masturbation thing.  As for the getting
stuck, I'm not sure.  If you're a believer in the
"Annabel Leigh" theory, I have one (girl, that is)
I can't explain what it is about young girls that
attracts me more than women my age, but it does.

>>Oh, I don't know, I think that I'm probably just
>>rambling
>>now. I suppose it is always the problem that it is
>>an
>>impossibility to express our feelings as we feel
>>them.

>Aren't you simply feeling all those normal
>infatuation/
>romantic feelings prior to falling in love that
>everyone feels?  The only "problem" is that most of
>us
>on this list feel it looking into a pair of eyes 4
>feet
>off the ground, so we find it hard to categorise the
>feeling. I am convinced that I am "normal" as in,
>"not
>unlike the majority", except in the stimulus and
>focus
>of those feelings.  I am attracted to, and "fall in
>love with" lg's frequently - for their looks, their
>personality, or any one of a number of factors that
>any
>"red-blooded male" could identify with.

What I meant here was that we as human beings - not
just we girl lovers - can't put our feelings into
words.  At least, not sufficiently well.  We can't know
how another person feels - we can have a pretty good
idea, but we can't _know_.  So to answer the question
you asked above, I may be.  I assume that everyone has
feelings like this for some people.  But maybe they
don't.  Or the feelings aren't the same.  I don't know
- and here I am, back to rambling again.

--

'girl luvr' wrote:
>I would then fondle her genitals and she may (or
>may not) do the same to me, although I don't ever
>remember masturbating in front of a girl until I
>was much older.

I don't know if I'm the only one here, but while I have
often fantasised of "becoming intimate" with a little
girl in some way, I do not find the idea of an lg
giving me 'manual relief' appealing.  I don't know why -
there's something I find distasteful about it.  The
same is doubly so of being 'given head'.  I think it's
because I can't imagine either being very much fun for
the girl.  This isn't meant as a reflection on you,
girl luvr, by the way.  It's just this post made me
think of it.

--

'Dalderious' wrote:
>Just one point here.  Lust does not mean insertion.
>It
>means having a sexual response, which is usually in
>the
>form of giving pleasure to a particular part.

Fair enough.  I'll agree with that.  I just meant that
it was a solely physical thing.

>However, Desire also means that feeling that you've
>got to be with someone.  Yes, it ends up being
>sexual,
>but its more of a full body feeling like a magnet,
>being hopelessly pulled towards another.

Yeah, that was more the kind of definition I had in
mind.

I think that's all for this week. Goodnight, and sweet
dreams.

--

Hurrah!  Another of those posts when I didn't get a
chance to post from the week before, so it's two rolled
into one.  I was really touched the other day.
Carmencita's younger sister visited the house the other
day with her mother.  She'd bought me a little
heart-shaped lollypop.  It was a kind of belated
Valentine present.  It was really sweet of her.  I
suppose that says something, that the first time I've
ever received anything for Valentine's day, it was from
a lg.  She was with a friend, and I was formally
introduced.  The two of them went off giggling in a
promising way.

--

I am going to start working at a new placement in
conjunction with the place I am already at.  I will
again be working with eleven to fifteen year olds, but
there are younger children there as well.  It's really
funny, when I was originally going to be working with
people my age and older, events have conspired to throw
me into situations with little girls!  I was introduced
to the woman who runs this place by a young woman I met
working at the other place.  (She is only a couple of
years older than me, and very pretty.)  I have been
told, basically, that the teenage girls are 'all gagging
for it' [USA: 'hot to trot'?], but that I'm 'not to touch
them'.  Which is fair enough.  It was funny, though, as
the young woman (who speaks good English) is quite sweet
and innocent (or at least seems that way) and was trying
to phrase this delicately.  The woman in charge, though,
was far more forward.  She interrupted, saying that the
girls were all "hot", that I wasn't to touch them, I
wasn't to kiss them, and I _definitely_ wasn't to...
well, I didn't catch the phrase she used, but the mime
was quite self-explanatory.  The young woman blushed
heavily.  I guess I'll just have to keep my deranged
lust under control.  ;)

--

Well, I've managed to pretty much out myself to my
roommates.  For a couple of weeks now my "paedophilia"
has been a running joke.  When we've talked about the
girls with whom we work, they've all thrown in the
"wait until they're older" lines.  I - while not
admitting anything much - just said that I think
they're fine as they are now.  It's just been
light-hearted joking, really, on their part.  The other
night, though, we sat around drinking, and I gave more
of a real confession.  (Still without using the word
paedophile, or girl lover) I said that I found underage
girls "appealing", though denying any sexual feelings.
Their attitude has not changed at all.  I don't know if
they maybe don't remember exactly what I said.  (I know
I don't - though I know what I didn't say.)  Or maybe
they just didn't take it seriously.  Or they just don't
care.  They've not informed the authorities, or
anything like that, though, which is a good thing.  I
need to be more careful in future.  But it did feel
good to try and justify myself to people.  (One of the
people who was there - one of the family I am staying
with - said that I was brave to admit liking young
girls.  A friend of his did a couple of years for a
consensual affair with an underage girl, so I guess
that makes him more understanding.)

--

I went round to the house of one of the girls from my
workplace for lunch.  This was with my two roommates,
not a romantic 'tete-a-tete'.  (The girl is an almost
respectable fifteen, and while a nice girl, and quite
pretty, just doesn't do it for me.)  However, after we
had eaten we were visited by a couple of her cousins.
One of them was a pretty little five year old.  I was
delighted when, as she was introduced to us, she gave
us each a little kiss.  I mean, we're not talking
tongues down the throat, but she did lean forward into
my arms and give me a kiss on the cheek.  It was really
nice - and completely unprompted by the girl (another
cousin) who was looking after her.  Her younger sister
was a little cutie, too.  Nearly four.  It's funny, but
the girls here seem to get pretty a lot younger.
Generally before I've found that girls in England don't
really start to really look like girls until about
five.  But here they look great as soon as they're out
of nappies.

--

To 'mneme':

Thanks for your response to my post.

>I'm sorry I couldn't be more helpful.

Don't be! You've nothing to be sorry for.

--

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:

>>One evening the project held a Disco and I was there
>>helping out. I watched her most of the night,
>>getting
>>jealous every time she seemed to be looking at any
>>of
>>the boys, and especially when I noticed her dancing
>>with them.

>I feel that jealousy too, occasionally, but one of
>the
>few advantages of my age and social position is that
>when it comes to pre-teens, at least, I usually have
>a
>LOT more to offer the girl in question that any
>little
>boy who tries to make a pass at her!  Starting with a
>ride on my powerful motor-bike - that's a real
>crowd-puller among LGs!

>Not so when the person of my interest is around 13-14
>years old though, which is sometimes the case if
>she's
>cute and sweet.  I've found it very hard to cope the
>couple of times when a girl who was my "main love" of
>the moment allowed herself to be taken advantage of
>by
>some pimply teenage ratbag with a big dong in his
>hand.
>Here was I, restraining myself admirably, and she
>drops
>her knickers when my back's turned - all for some
>"piece of garbage" off the street that is totally
>unworthy of her intimacy and vanishes the "morning
>after"!  Some of you would assert that I should have
>taken steps to initiate the girl myself, but that is
>not really an option for me, I'm afraid.

Jealousy.  Ey, there's a feeling I'm familiar with.  I
felt really bad the other day, when the 14 year old I
have a crush on appeared showing a great deal of
interest in one of my roommates.  I was able to sort of
console myself with the fact that she is "far too
young" for him, and that she wouldn't get far.  What a
waste, though.  The worst is when I have seen my
younger brothers as rivals for a young girl's
affection.  That really brings it home.  I'd agree with
you on the "pimply teenage ratbag" scenario.  And I
would assert that the girl would be better off to have
her first experience with someone who actually cares.
I find it extremely bizarre that it is seen as (sort
of) alright for a young girl to have sex with someone
more or less her own age, yet wrong with someone who's
older.  I mean, physically there's going to be very
little difference.

>Those on this list who have friends in whom they can
>confide their D&Ms ("Deep and Meaningfuls") are very
>lucky, and would be wise to take advantage of the
>opportunity to "talk through" their experiences and
>feelings.

Or just drink too much and blurt it all out to
near-strangers. ;)

>regarding this "mother fixation" thing. . .
>Am I totally alone with this twist?

Well, if Freud's to be believed, _all_ men have it.  I
can't say as I've ever really felt that way.  Although
my "ideal woman" would incorporate many of my mother's
character traits.

>I STILL read Famous Five

Mmm, I went off them fairly early on.  I don't know
why, particularly.  I think that the books exceeded my
willing suspension of disbelief.  Although I did always
want to go off on adventures like them.  But then I
guess everybody did who read them.

--

'girl luvr' wrote:

>Many thanks for the kind comments and I would like to
>say I am really enjoying your ongoing saga as well.
>Wherever you are, sounds rather a nice place and I
>confess I am envious.

Think nothing of it. And thanks in return for your
words. And I'm glad my exploits are causing envy. ;)

--

Well, that's all for now. See you all soon.

'Lloyd'
------------------------------------------------------------







'Yuri' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

From the press-clippings:
>UK:
>_New govt health bill leaves privacy on deathbed_
>It is also a disgraceful and scandalous abuse of power
>by the New Labour government that clearly has no regard
>its voters' right to privacy.

Whoa, what's happening in the country that gave us the
Magna Carta??!!

  [ It's called 'New Labour / Old Incompetence' ]

>Song lyrics:
>Song lyrics by Elton John/Bernie Taupin:
>                        "Too Young"

I don't suppose Ianthe can let us know from which album
that song is taken?

  [ I suspect it's best you use your query as a spur to learning
    how to use the Google search-engine ;-) ]

--

>'Mneme' writes:
>'Sanctuary' writes:
>'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>>the conviction that there DOES exist a normative
>>blueprint for a human being, and it is therefore possible
>>to identify that which is greatly at variance with this
>>blueprint.
>
>Oh, there DOES does there?  Where did you find this
>blueprint?  I have seen far too much adversity to
>adhere to a universal blueprint.  What this implies is
>that there is only ONE possible lifestyle, philosophy,
>or any thing else.  Who is defining this blueprint?
>Even the Christian church has many variations of this
>blueprint.  Consider Baptist vs Pentecostal, for
>example.

I was talking with a work colleague a while back about
wanting to start going to church again and wanting to
find a Catholic church in my neighbourhood.  He made a
comment to the effect that I should come back to the
other side (He is part of a fundamentalist
Christian denomination, the name of which I cannot at
present remember), ie Protestantism.  I pointed out
that 'we all believe in Jesus Christ as our Lord and
Saviour'.  What he said next made a lot of sense to both
of us: when evil battles good, evil frequently uses
divide and conquer techniques, so that could very well
be what has caused Christianity to splinter: 'the
influence of the devil'.  Just a random thought.

>I am still convinced that the love that was placed in
>my heart for children was placed there by God.  That
>blueprint is just as valid as any other and it is only
>present society's restrictions on it that prevent it
>from bearing fruit in their lives.

Agreed.

>'Talitha Cumi' writes:
>'Rawdog' wrote (responding to Yuri about teacher-
>student "affairs"):
>>Assuming there is preferential treatment then you're
>>right. Again though, you are assuming it's not
>>possible to _not_ give preferential treatment. It
>>is quite possible.
>
>This is true - IFF (and only if) both parties are
>capable of acting out their agreed roles in the
>classroom environment like "professionals".  Most of us
>learn early in life to be (or at least act out) what
>others expect from us, depending on the relationship
>and environment - if only to avoid unnecessary conflict
>with the dreaded "status quo".  We learn to be
>different when with our parents, our teachers, our
>same-sex friends and our opposite- sex friends, for
>example.  Within we are the same person, but we allow
>the different people in our lives to glimpse different
>facets of our personality.  We learn not to "wear our
>hearts on our sleeve".
>
>As a rough parallel, or analogous relationship, think
>of the teacher who cannot avoid having one of his own
>children in his class: the two of them have to
>establish a "working relationship" very early in the
>year, a relationship that will differ markedly from
>that which they enjoy at home, one hopes.  Actually, in
>this situation, the parent/teacher is usually so
>careful not to treat his own child with favouritism
>that they go to the other extreme and are unfairly
>severe on the poor kid!  I suspect that something
>similar would probably occur in the classroom "affair"
>that we've been discussing - at least if the teacher
>was in other respects mature and professional in his
>capacity as teacher.

TC, you bring up another good point: the ethical
dilemma of having one's own child in one's class, which
is undoubtedly similar, the only differences being the
lack of social opprobrium, and the fact that both the
professional and personal relationships have a power
imbalance favouring the same person: the parent.  Also,
speaking as someone who had a relative as a teacher in
junior high, the kid can also act up more in that class
than in others, to disassociate himself from the relative
in front of his peers.

>Very observant!  Congratulations to both you and Yuri
>for being able to think through all sides of a complex
>issue.

Thank you.

>>In the classroom he is the teacher and she is the
>>student. Period. Believe it or not, it _can_
>>work that way. It is simply a role two people play
>>under a certain set of circumstances. When class
>>is over, class is over, however.
>
>And when the cat's away, the mice can party on!  Very
>Good!  And that general rule can be applied to a number
>of intergenerational situations!

There is a saying: "A leopard cannot change his spots".
IMHO, people cannot simply switch roles with themselves
quite as easily as they can change their personality
when the people around them change: ie even given that
people do change personalities dependent on the people
with whom they are, changing one's personality around
the same person is different.  Also, this ignores the
roles and personalities of the rest of the class.

--

The movie on ABC was "Amy And Isabelle", based on the
Elizabeth Strout novel of the same name (available at
most major booksellers, on and off line).  It's almost
over now, so I won't get to see much, but I'll read the
book and then I can talk it over with you, Rawdog.

--

>'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>Mmmm - thanks for the welcome and the acceptance.  I
>think my major struggles are on two fronts.  One I
>mentioned above: the conviction that there DOES exist a
>normative blueprint for a human being, and it is
>therefore possible to identify that which is greatly at
>variance with this blueprint.  Physically, a person
>with two heads, or Siamese twins, if you prefer, is
>commonly accepted as an aberration of nature, even by
>"confirmed pagans".  I believe that, just as there
>exists a commonly accepted set of parameters for what
>is physically "natural", so there exists an ideal for
>sexual "normality", and that most of us on this list
>fall partially or wholly outside of this.

I'm curious, from where does your conviction that there
is but one single normative blueprint for a human being
come?

>'Yuri' wrote (to me):
>>Personally, I have perfectly normal sex with adult
>>women (without thinking of my mother), but I happen to
>>also be attracted to younger women and girls. For me,
>>its an AND not an OR, but that's just me, and from what
>>I gather that puts me in the minority here.
>
>A personal question, Yuri: Do you give any outward
>expression to the LG side of your sexuality?  I think
>(hypothetically) that if I could rouse as little as a
>10 percent sexual interest in an adult woman, I would
>give it all my effort to create a relationship with
>that woman, and let my pedophilic interest sort of slip
>into hibernation.  My problem is that which I
>mentioned: if I become at all "romantically" or
>emotionally close to any woman -even as young as 20- I
>am almost as physically uncomfortable with that as I
>would be becoming intimate with a guy (nauseous!).

As I've mentioned in a previous post, I'm lucky enough,
among those on the list, that the majority of my age
range of interest is above the age of consent in my
country (which is 14).  I have had age-disparate
relationships in the past, and I have had similar-age
relationships in the past.  I posted some details a
while back, so I won't go into it again, but you can
probably find it in the archives.

--

>'Rawdog' wrote:
>'Yuri' wrote:
>> if a teacher wants to date
>>a student, I do not think it should be illegal per se,
>>unless the teacher attempts to use undue influence
>
>I agree with this.  So you are saying it should not be
>illegal but should be forbidden nonetheless?  What is
>the difference between something that is illegal and
>something that is forbidden, other than the punishment?

I wouldn't say forbidden, just unethical.  I don't
think such a teacher should be punished by jail, but I
think professional sanctions might be in order, as it is
unprofessional conduct.

>I wrote:
>>>if you are a
>>>psychologist, you have no business interacting that way
>>>with a patient.  In these and similar situations, your
>>>personal power is too great and romantic interaction
>>>gets directly in the way of what your professional
>>>interaction is trying to accomplish.
>
>You answered:
>>I agree.  IMHO, a teacher-student relationship also
>>falls in this category, as would doctor-patient, or
>>lawyer-client.
>
>This is where we disagree.  You cannot lump teachers in
>with doctors and lawyers, in terms of power wielded.

Why not?  In some respects, a teacher wields even more
power than a doctor or a lawyer, in terms of impact on
someone's life, present and future.

>When I said:
>>In other cases or situations where one's
>>interaction/control is more tenuous, I believe there is
>>'wiggle room.'
>
>I was referring directly to the teacher situation.

I guessed that, however, this is where we disagree as I
don't think there is "wiggle room" in the
teacher/student situation.

>You said:
>>However, having said that, for a teacher to date one of
>>his own students will reduce his effectiveness as a
>>teacher in that classroom.
>
>That is an assumption that is not necessarily true
>unless that teacher is blatantly unfair or obviously
>biased.

Unfortunately, this is not an assumption, but fact.
You are dealing with 30 students, the majority of which
are quite immature.  Class control will be impossible,
and no effective teaching can take place.  It doesn't
matter whether or not the teacher is unfair or biased
or not, the perception is still there among the
students (and I know what you're going to say about
bowing to perceptions, but consider if mature,
supposedly rational adults have a hard time getting
beyond appearances, then how do you think a bunch of
teenagers is going to react?)

>>That is not fair to the other students, as they deserve
>>the best teacher they can get, without having to worry
>>about any preferential treatment the dated student might
>>or might not be getting.
>
>Assuming there is preferential treatment then you're
>right.  Again though, you are assuming it's not
>possible to _not_ give preferential treatment.  It is
>quite possible.

If it were possible to maintain teaching effectiveness
and class control in addition to not giving
preferential treatment or the appearance thereof, then
you would be correct, however, even if the second
condition is met, the first is almost impossible.

>>It is also unfair to the dated student, as
>>she would likely get teased unmercifully, and
>>it would hamper her learning ability.
>
>You would get teasing in elementary school or in jr.
>high school.  By the time they are in high school that
>is not an issue.

Where did you go to high school?  Teasing in high
school is way worse than in elementary school, though
maybe not quite as bad as junior high.  Teasing at the
high school level is also more often more cruel and
insidious.

The other problem which has occurred to me, is that it
is possible for the dated student to feel more pressure
academically, or to feel that the teacher is being
overly hard on her, even if he isn't.

>>It is also unfair to the teacher as it
>>puts him in a position where he is
>>vulnerable to manipulation by any of
>>the students in his class.
>
>This is possible but not likely to occur with the older
>group.

Again, where did you go to high school?  I apologize if
I sound sarcastic but high school students are _very_
manipulative, much more so than elementary school
students.

>>If the student and the teacher both want to
>>pursue a relationship, then either the teacher removes
>>himself from the classroom, or the student transfers to
>>another class.
>
>Ideally, yes.  But a teacher can hardly remove himself
>from a class.  The girl could probably transfer, but
>unless there are obvious difficulties  there would be
>no need to in my opinion.

You are correct that a teacher would have considerable
difficulty in removing himself from a class (In my case
it was possible as I was a temporary substitute while I
was in between jobs in my primary career) You are also
correct that the girl could transfer.  Even if there
are no obvious problems, why take the chance when the
possibility (to transfer) is there?

>I wrote:
>>>Extremes come with the territory.
>>>In addition you have the added fear of being
>>>discovered, or possibly, having been discovered, and
>>>then having to deal with that.  Besides that, the very
>>>fact that what you are doing is generally taboo puts a
>>>heightened edge on everything.  It's a different ball
>>>game.
>
>> It seems to me that you are
>>arguing both sides.  After all, if society doesn't
>>matter, then why should it's opinion of the activity
>>put such a heightened edge to the relationship?
>
>Because it isn't simply opinion you are dealing with.
>You are dealing with people who can get you fired
>and/or arrested.  If you don't think this puts a
>heightened edge to things, then try it.

You are, of course, correct, which brings me to my main
point: if at all possible, avoid the situation.  In my
country there is a different age of consent if the
older person is in a position of trust or authority
than if he is not (18 vs 14), so if we take an example
of a 14-year-old student wanting to date a teacher,
then the easiest is for her to transfer out of his
class, removing the legal opprobrium.  There is still
the potential societal fallout if the relationship is
discovered, but we have already agreed that that should
not stand in the way of a consenting relationship.

A staid relationship with an age-peer is a lot
>less tumultuous than one with a 15 year old student.
>(It is probably less interesting, too.)  Besides that,
>there would be parents to deal with.  It would be
>pretty hard to keep a relationship with a student from
>her parents for too long.  One would then face either
>outright hostility, indifference or acceptance of the
>situation.  You better believe this puts an extra edge
>on things.  I am not arguing both sides.  I'm saying if
>a teacher engages in this, he can expect a roller
>coaster ride apart from any power issues.

Agreed, so why make life harder by keeping the power
issues around?

>>>Right.  That's why Hester Prim wore a large, red "A"
>>>for adultery on her dress, which mentality is still
>>>prevalent in Amerika today.
>
>>I don't think that Lord Hewitt would have agreed that
>>wearing a large, red "A" constituted justice.
>
>Right.  I was being sarcastic.  In the next world we
>will get justice.  In this world we have the law.

Now you are being cynical.  If you don't believe in
justice in this world, then you will never get justice
in this world.  Personally, I choose justice.

>>If you were a student in a class and the professor was
>>dating a student who happened to get better grades than
>>you, wouldn't you feel, justly or unjustly, that those
>>grades might have been influenced by the personal
>>romantic relationship between the teacher and the
>>student?
>
>These are assumptions which I, as another student in
>that class, would frankly not have the right to be
>making.  Anyway how would I know what her grades were
>unless she told me?  You are also assuming I'd know she
>had a romantic relationship with the teacher.

Back to the "where did you go to high school" question:
kids share grades like they share air.  And while you
are correct that the other student would not have the
right to draw such conclusions, that doesn't seem to
stop most adults, let alone most teenagers.

>You wrote:
>>>would ruin any effectiveness I would have had as a leader
>>>and a person in a position of authority.
>
>I wrote:
>>>This can be a real problem and must be considered
>>>before embarking on any such relationship.
>
>>Then why not eliminate the problem?
>
>Because sometimes it can't be eliminated and other
>times it doesn't need to be.  In addition it's quite
>possible to _not_ ruin one's other interaction with a
>class under these circumstances if one is  circumspect
>in one's dealings with the loved one and with the
>class.  A teacher does not flaunt his relationship with
>a girl in the classroom.  In the classroom he is the
>teacher and she is the student.  Period.  Believe it or
>not, it  _can_  work that way.  It is simply a role two
>people play under a certain set of circumstances.  When
>class is over, class is over, however.

We come back to the dual-role problem (the one that
doomed Humbert and Lo, etc).  While I will concede that
what you describe is not impossible, it is rather
unlikely, human beings just cannot control their
feelings like that.  If you had a class full of
Vulcans, then you'd have a better chance.

>Student teacher relationships can be difficult but
>frankly, the _least_ of the issues would be the
>authority issue.  When two people come together in a
>romantic-sexual way, all the superficial 'what is your
>official role,'  'what is my official role' falls away
>outside of the classroom setting.  What takes its place
>(outside the classroom) is human interaction, and the
>roles one plays become secondary.  The two will
>interact as any male-female couple and for the two
>people involved, at least, the whole teacher-student
>thing fades into meaninglessness as more intimate bonds
>are forged over time.

Agreed, however two people in love, IMHO, would have a
hard time switching back and forth between "official"
and "non-official" roles as they go through the
classroom door.

>Again, I think due to the precarious psychological make
>up of those under high-school age that teachers ought
>to steer clear of relationships with that group.

In that case, it seems that we both arrive at the same
conclusion, albeit for different reasons.

>In
>any case there were no laws about authority figures and
>(of age) students having relationships back 20 or more
>years ago, at least in the states.  Back then the only
>concern in a hypothetical student teacher rel. was if
>the girl was over the age of consent or not.
>
>Of course there was still the societal opprobrium.  A
>teacher could still get fired if it became known that
>he was dating a student.  More than likely, however,
>there would be some other ostensible reason given for
>his termination, like incompetence.  There is 'more than
>one way to skin a cat', so to speak.

Actually, dating a student is grounds for termination
in and of itself in most North American jurisdictions,
so no false reason for termination would be necessary.

>This fear by the way, is a continuation and a
>perpetration of the whole theory behind child abuse in
>general: that it is at base, a usurpation of power; it
>is about a man 'getting off' on someone he can control,
>and not about sex.  In the case of the archetypal
>child 'molester', who forces or tricks girls into
>sexual activity with them, this is probably true.  In
>the case of true gl's however, it is about attraction,
>and yes, sometimes sex, and not about abuse of power -
>which is why a student teacher relationship should not,
>a priori, be out of bounds, at least on the merits of
>the authority issue alone.

That is what differentiates a child molester (who
should be hung by his own entrails) and a gl: for the
former it's about power and control, not sex, for the
latter it's about love, sex being secondary.

>Appropo of all this discussion of student-teacher
>flings, there is currently a show on national TV here
>called _Boston Public_, and it is set in a fictitious
>high school in that  city.  In the latest episode a
>teacher has been 'outed' who has been having an affair
>with an 18 year old student.  It was mutual.  Of course
>he was fired.  His teacher friend, who did not report
>it, was also fired.  In the court scene, the judge
>tells us (bringing tears to our eyes, of course) that
>he himself has a 17 yr. old daughter.  (Aw, gee.)  He
>says, slowly: 'We GIVE you our children.'  Then he
>upholds the decision to fire the friend who failed to
>report the offending teacher as well as the offender
>himself.  In the meantime, the parents of the 'EXPLOITER'
>come to realize he is a good guy and they have no
>problem with him having sex with their girl.  Society
>does have a problem, however.  The guy was an authority
>figure for crying out loud!  He is history.  In real
>life he'd go to jail and suffer at the hands of less
>reprehensible criminals, but the sponsors don't want
>people to think about that.

Typical of how the media pushes false stereotypes and
hysteria, sacrificing the truth in the name of ratings.

>On March 4 there will be a show on national US TV about
>a relationship between a teacher and a student.  It will
>be on during prime time, on ABC.  I saw the previews.
>Opera Winfrey is pushing it.  It will be interesting to
>see how they present this.  We can compare notes after.

I must confess that I'd forgotten all about it until I
started writing my reply to this post, so I started
watching about half-way true, and I'm writing at the
same time, so I'm not paying too much attention yet,
but I will when I'm done writing.  Oprah was pushing it
probably because she's executive producer.

'Yuri'.
------------------------------------------------------------






'Talitha Cumi' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

'Sanctuary' wrote:
>'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>>the conviction that there DOES exist a normative
>>blueprint for a human being, and it is therefore possible
>>to identify that which is greatly at variance with this
>>blueprint.

>Oh, there DOES does there? Where did you find this
>blueprint? I have seen far too much adversity to
>adhere to a universal blueprint.

I think you mean "diversity", Sanctuary.  I invite you
to re-read the word "conviction".  Two people might
make the same observations of a particular phenomena,
analyze the same data, yet arrive at two radically
different hypotheses.  Both might be equally convinced
(have a conviction of the truth of) their respective
hypotheses, yet continue to differ - and this happens
among scientists around the world every day.  Well,
after a lot of observation, a lot of research, and a
lot of thought and reflection, I have come to the
conclusion that the "blueprint" model best explains -
to my satisfaction - what I have observed, both in
myself and "out there".

You have correctly observed that there is much
diversity in other aspects and expressions of human
life, and that these are possible without violating any
"blueprint" or ideal model.  True enough - wouldn't it
be dull if everyone liked beetroot?  Much of the
diversity in our likes, dislikes and priorities in life
are the basis of our individuality as persons.

Now, from that observation you have evidently drawn a
hypothesis: that there is no reason why our sexuality
cannot be equally diverse in its expression - yet
equally valid.  You are entitled to that belief, but I
do not think it best fits the observed facts - to my
satisfaction, anyway!

You ask where my hypothetical "blueprint" comes from.
Obviously, some of my conviction comes from my
theocentric approach to the whole question of life and
humanity - but there's no need for me to explore that
aspect here.  For example, I can see that the
biological science of anatomy has pretty much agreed on
an accepted blueprint - or "ideal", if you prefer - for
the physical human body.  Within this basic human
anatomical ideal there is room for a lot of diversity,
as any anthropologist will happily confirm for you -
yet a baby born with 6 fingers on one hand falls
decidedly outside this blueprint.  A person with 6
fingers (or any other "divergence" from the benchmark
for a basic, common-or-garden human being) is in no way
second-rate to any other person who does conform to
the normative benchmark - and they can obviously make a
valuable contribution to society - yet the fact remains
that a 6-finger hand is simply not part of what that
human being was "designed" to be.  Something went wrong
in their genes, the DNA or what-have-you, for that
finger to appear where very few people have a finger.
It cannot be said (by a rational person) that the
11-fingered man is just a rare, yet valid physical
expression of the human animal.  That 11th finger is
clearly an aberration - and we know it to be so,
because there exists the aforesaid "blueprint" with
which to compare that man.

My hypothesis, drawn from this (and many other
observations and experiences) is that our sexuality
also has a normal, benchmark expression, but that there
are many divergences from this blueprint - divergences
that are not merely variations, but aberrations.  The
person who diverges from this benchmark can, as you
rightly observe, make a very valuable contribution to
society as a whole, and in their love for certain
individual members thereof... but their sexual
orientation is NOT just "a rose by another name".
Something happened to that person - either
environmentally or (perhaps) genetically - to move
their sexuality beyond of the banks it was meant to
flow between.

>What this implies is that there is only ONE possible
>lifestyle, philosophy, or any thing else.

Not quite - it implies that there does exist a
benchmark for (in our current discussion) normal
sexuality.  It does NOT imply that those who do not
(for whatever reason) conform 100 per cent to this
blueprint cannot live valuable, meaningful lives as
part of the larger society around them (as our own
society seems to believe).  Fear of "anormality" causes
society to reject, as a knee-jerk reaction, that which
differs from the majority - but the "anormal" person
often has more to contribute than a luke-warm, lazy
normative one.

What I fear is that if enough people catch a certain
disease, we might forget what perfect health used to be
like.  It is easier (and more comfortable) to "agree"
that the diseased person is statistically normative -
therefore by popular consensus and decree: We're all
"normal".  Many movies have been made that explore
variations on this theme: "Omega Man" comes to mind -
where the few un-contaminated survivors (of a nuclear
disaster, if I remember correctly) were hunted down,
persecuted and either assimilated or killed by the
mutant survivors.  You had to have "the marks"
(dye-pigmentation of the skin and eyes, I think) to be
accepted by the "new society".  THAT is why I think it
important that we don't accept all "diversity" as valid
in itself - even though we should try to accept, love
and integrate the PERSON who embodies that particular
diversion.

Whether we should, as a society, "encourage" those who
fall outside the "blueprint" to "become normal" or not
(assimilation) is a different question - and would be
interesting to kick around here, if anyone's
interested?

>Many groups have experienced the negative backlash of the
>blueprint; Blacks, Jews, scientists, anyone who has dared
>oppose the accepted wisdom of the time. Try being a white
>woman in love with a black man in the American south of
>not too long ago. Try being a homosexual even more recently.

Good point, but not quite relevant to the discussion, I
don't think: Firstly, with the exception of the
homosexual, those other people-groups are not
"blueprints" (nor divergences from blueprints) in the
sense that I am using the term.  Secondly, if society
could just learn to accept, love and support the person
_AS A PERSON_ (without losing sight of the original
benchmark or blueprint) - then the persecutions you
refer to would never take place.  Just as we have
sheltered workshops for even the most drastically
handicapped members of society - so we could learn to
integrate all this "diversity" into our midst - if we
could just conquer our fear of the unknown, the
"different".  Unfortunately, however, herd animals tend
to ostracize the non-normative, and this is another
evidence that we are not as advanced as we would like
to believe ourselves to be.

>I am still convinced that the love that was placed in
>my heart for children was placed there by God.

The love, yes; that your (our) PRIMARY sexual focus
should continue to be children even though we have
grown into adults - I can't agree with you there.
Something got bent out of shape, in my opinion.
Happily we have chosen to make the best of what we are,
and are trying to "positively influence" the children
in our lives, as you say.  Let's give ourselves a slap
on the back - "it's not easy being green", as Kermit
used to sing.  It tends to get damn lonely actually.

Thanks for your comments, Sanctuary

Shalom all,

'Talitha Cumi'
------------------------------------------------------------







'Dalderious' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>So I am faced with the question, "Is it possible to
>restore that which is "twisted" into something which
>approximates the original blueprint, or is it now a
>matter of making the best I can with the material I
>have?

Wow, this is a question that both has to do with the
list, and also does not.  I won't answer because my
answer would be very much off-topic.  Though I have a
lot to say on this topic.

>Many thanks for the acceptance and the vote of
>confidence, Lloyd.  As with any deep philosophical,
>religious or moral writings, a skilful word-monger
>can
>twist selected portions of the Bible so that it
>appears
>to say what it in fact does not.  An old saying goes,
>"The devil can quote the Bible for his own ends", and
>this is sadly true, and occurs regularly!

Nice response. Short, sweet, and polite.

>I think that dogmatism of any sort is a sign of
>immaturity - youth always tends to see things
>simplistically in terms of black and white, while
>maturity is more able to see the overall picture in
>its
>many complex shades of gray.

Well, I agree with your observation, but I disagree as
well Everything actually *is* 'black and white'. It is
just that *with* maturity people realize complexities,
and *shy away* from them, and only then call them
'shades of gray'. The immature either don't understand
the complexities, ignore them, or are too lazy or
scared to hold true to their conclusions. Most
people won't agree with me, and I feel they're just as
I said, while they'll feel that I don't understand.
So, let's leave it at that.

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>I do know, however, that it was through literature
>that
>I discovered my orientation.  I would be turned on by
>any even remotely sexual scene involving young girls.

Well, by me it wasn't literature. I've always liked
children. I even remember years ago as a child also
enjoying those younger than me. One thing I always
have seemed to love was when babies and young kids
crawled on me. At that point I did not understand why.
(Even now I don't fully understand it.) I just loved
it, and noone seemed to care.

I realized the beauty of youth at about age eighteen.
Since then my 'gl'ness has grown and matured, while
any lust for the older versions has faded. Sexual
scenes only seen to deter me. However, some stories
on this list make me jealous.

'Dalderious'
---------------------------------------------------------






'Turu Pete' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

Hello to everyone in the group.  I've been lurking here
for a year or so but never had anything to add.  I took
my family to Chuck E. Cheese for dinner this evening
and what a wonderful time it was!  For those of you who
are not from the USA, Chuck E. Cheese is a chain of
restaurants that have a huge game and arcade area for
the kiddies.  We spent over two hours there surrounded
by dozens of delicious LGs.  They were plentiful in all
ages from toddlers all the way up to 14-15 year olds
(My personal preference is for girls 10-12 years old).
There were also a couple of really cute young moms, for
those of you who like all ages.  Any girl-lovers here
in the States who haven't been to a place like this should
definitely give it a look.  You shouldn't go there if you
don't have any children to take, however.  An unaccompanied
man would probably arouse quite a bit of suspicion.
Some time back I heard about a study where men were
asked to look at photographs (or drawings?) of female
faces and rate their attractiveness.  The faces that
the majority of men found most attractive matched the
characteristics of a twelve year old girl.  Does anyone
know about the specifics of this study?  If what I
remember is true, it certainly would confirm my
suspicions that most men in our society are attracted
to girls although very few will admit it.

'Turu Pete'
---------------------------------------------------------






'girl luvr' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

Next installment (2 to go)...

A YOUNG BOY'S AWAKENING

Part 8

I think it was early the following summer when I was
probably about 14 before I felt it safe to return to
the park, but no opportunities presented themselves for
quite a number of weeks.  The next occasion also
occurred at the park and was memorable because it was
the only time I got involved with a boy and girl
together and the first time I masturbated in front of a
girl.

One day I was near the paddling pool and saw a girl and
boy sitting in one of the many picnic seat seats that
were scattered around.  These unusual creations were
made of cast concrete with room for one adult or two
small children to sit on.  They had a small table in
front to eat from and in fact, looked not unlike
old-fashioned school desks complete with a modesty
skirt down the front, which I always regretted as it
concealed any chance of looking up girl's dresses.  As
these two children were sitting very close and looked
as if they were touching each other, I wandered over
and after talking to them for a few minutes.

Finally I gathered my courage and asked if they had
been playing 'mothers and fathers'.

They said, 'No, we aren't', and although I was a bit
disappointed, I continued to chat about school, the
park and anything I could think of while I tried to
steer the subject the way I wanted it.  After a few
minutes I found that the boy was not her brother, but
was a friend who lived next door.  I suppose she may
have been about 12 and he could have been a year or two
younger.  With my heart beating furiously, after
talking to them a few minutes, I asked if they were
interested playing a game of 'mothers & fathers'.  They
looked at each other, hesitated for a few seconds and
then said 'yes'.  To this day I can still remember my
heart felt as if it had jumped into my throat.

Back in those days, the park was on the outskirts of
our small town and because it was very busy that day, I
had no idea where to go.  Taking a chance that I would
find somewhere so we went to the most remote part of
the park and a small rear exit through a hedge that led
to farmland.  We rode on our bicycles away from the
town where I hoped to find a secluded spot outside the
park.  On the road away from the town were some old
fashioned very large, deep drains that were surrounded
by weeds.  This gave me an idea, and as one part of the
drain looked dry and accessible I stopped then jumped
in to have a look.  Deciding that it was suitable, I
lifted my bike into the ditch, followed by theirs, and
then helped them down.  The drain was 5 feet deep at
that point, and as high weeds surrounded it, cars could
pass only 6 feet away and not see a thing.

This was the first time I had attempted this sort of
activity with a boy present so I was a little cautious.
First I suggested that 'to be sure they knew what we
were there for, I would show them inside my trousers'.
I released my belt and the top buttons of my trousers
(remember the days before zips, when trousers had
buttons?) and pulled the top of both my trousers and
underpants out and they both looked in.  Of course my
genitals were only partially visible so I asked if they
still wanted me to remove my trousers.  They both said
'yes', so I pulled them and underpants down.  Of course
by then I had a full erection and the look on the young
girl's face is one I have never forgotten.  It was
absolute amazement and I suspect almost a little
terror, as her eyes nearly seemed to pop out.  She had
obviously never seen an erect penis before and she
could not seem to take her eyes off it.

Having got that far, I asked her young friend to open
his trousers so she was able to see his penis, which
was quite immature and flaccid.  I reached over and
gently started to rub it and made grow a little larger.
I explained that it was smaller and only grew a little
bit because he was a lot younger than I was.

I then asked her to remove her panties but she suddenly
went shy and didn't want to.  I started to gently
cajole her, saying it was not very fair as we had both
showed her our penises but she would not show us her
slit'.  After about 15 minutes of careful persuasion
using every reason I could think of, I could see that I
wasn't getting anywhere.  As I was all or nothing I
suggested that we flip of a coin and we both agreed to
abide by what happened.  Heads - she would do it and
tails - we would leave.  With much trepidation I
flipped the coin and I can remember that I was shaking
so much that I dropped it and had to try again and to
my enormous relief it came up heads.

Even after this she was still very reluctant so I tried
frantically to think of a way to make it easier for
her.  I suggested that she removed her panties but
leave her dress down so we could see nothing until she
was ready.  She was very hesitant but in the end did so
and pulled her panties completely off while carefully
keeping her dress covering her genitals.  Once we got
that far, I suggested that she lift her dress up and
down very quickly.  She did this once, and we had a
tantalizing glimpse of her pretty young genitals.  I
said, 'it was easy wasn't it' and praised her.  With a
little more prompting, she was persuaded her to do it
again and again, each time holding her dress up a
little longer.  After a few minutes of this, she held
her dress fully up for us to both to look.

I placed a coat on the ground and, with a little
encouragement; she lay down and parted her legs.  I
suspect she thought we were just going to look, but
I immediately reached out touched her in the groin
which made her jump and she immediately sat up and
closed her legs.  I persuaded her that I was not
going to hurt her and eventually she relented and
lay down again, and after a few minutes of very
gentle fondling, seemed to quite enjoy the sensations
and spread her legs even further to allow better
access.

I asked the boy if he wanted to touch her but he said
that he would just watch so my delightful game went on
for about 15 or 20 minutes.  By then I was getting very
uncomfortable so I mentioned that I could make some
'white stuff' come out of my penis and 'did they want
to see this happen'.  They both seemed interested and I
masturbated into my hand.  By this stage I was aware
that I could get girls pregnant, and as the intense
sexual urges had now subsided, I suggested that we
should stop and leave.  Surprisingly she said she did
not want to, and asked me to tickle her genitals again.
I was not prepared to risk touching her in case I still
had semen in my fingers, so I suggested that we meet
again the following week, to which she agreed.  We
dressed and after making sure no cars were coming, I
helped them out of the ditch and we left and made our
own way home.  On the way back, I realized that I did
not even know her name.

The following Saturday I was full of excitement and
rode to that park as soon as I could get away from my
chores.  After looking for about 40 minutes, and
thinking she was not coming, I found her walking with a
pram.  To this day I can still remember my incredibly
intense feelings of disappointment.  She told me that
she was baby-sitting her new sister and her mother had
told her to take the baby for a walk in the park.  All
we were able to do was to sit on the original picnic
seat to talk and with her agreement, I was able to put
my hand under her dress and briefly touch her genitals
through her panties.  After a few minutes, she said she
had to return home and after she had gone I realized
that I still hadn't asked her name.  Despite searching
the park all summer, I never saw her again and I often
wondered where she is now.

Part 9

When I think back on those years, I am constantly
amazed at the chances I took and how often my
activities could have turned into a disaster.  That
they didn't, I put down to enormous luck.  All I ever
asked the girls was something like 'You won't tell
anyone about our little secret, will you?'  Apart from
the one time, they never did.  I also now realize how
amazingly naive I was, and to illustrate, here are a
couple of examples.

At about that time I was visiting the park a popular
type of girls swimsuit was made of a red-knit material.
Perhaps a manufacturer had purchased a bulk line I
don't know, but as most of the girls that I had success
with recently had been wearing this type of swimsuit, I
formed the silly theory that the two went 'hand in
hand'.  I reasoned that if a girl wore that type of
swimsuit, she would be easy to persuade.  One day I saw
a girl dressed like this and started following her
around, looking for an opportunity to talk to her.
Suddenly she stopped and yelled at me that if I didn't
stop following her, she would tell her parents which
destroyed my fancy theory very quickly.

On another occasion, I used to meet another boy (lets
call him 'D') at the park to play.  We had done this
for many weeks and it was perfectly normal teenage
tomfoolery.  One day he turned up with his sister ('E')
who was probably a year younger.  She was an absolute
'stunner' and was just starting to develop tiny
breasts.

In those days we were able to hire crude heavy two seat
boats to use on the stream.  I won't dignify them by
calling them canoes, as they were horribly heavy things
made of sheet metal covering a wooden frame and could
have been 20 or more years old.  I had just hired one
when 'D' and 'E' arrived, so I offered to take them
with me one at a time and of course I took 'E' first.
The stream was very busy and there were a lot of people
around, so there was nothing I could do just there.  As
I paddled, I just casually mentioned that her dress was
very pretty and at the same time moved in my seat and
parted my legs so that it became obvious that I had a
large and very prominent bulge in my swimming trunks.

I could see her taking sideways looks at it and so I
hesitantly asked what color panties she was wearing.
She looked at me and after a second, said 'white' then
she said, 'would you like to see them?'

I couldn't believe my ears and my heart pounded and of
course I said 'yes'.  She slightly lifted and parted
her legs and I had a lovely view of an attractive
crotch with a tiny pair of panties showing the outline
of her slit very clearly.  I then suggested that
perhaps we could meet without her brother the following
day and she agreed to do so.

I returned to shore concealing my erection with great
difficulty and then took her brother out in the boat.
To this day I don't know why, but I told him that I had
arranged to meet his sister to play the next day.  On
the Sunday I arrived but to my intense disappointment,
she never turned up.  Later in the day I was speaking
to some friends and casually mentioned I wonder where
'E' was.  I was told that she had got into some trouble
with a boy and was not allowed to come to the park to
play.  I presume that 'D' told his parents - for which I
never forgave him.  I only ever saw him once after
that.  We never spoke and I never saw 'E' again.


Part 10 to follow next

'girl luvr'
---------------------------------------------------------
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   [ Press-cuttings digest ]




* UK: Saatchi raid: news

 _Art lovers and culture minister defend artist_
 _Legally indecent?_
 _Family photos aren't porn insists Saatchi raid artist_
 _Commons fear police raid_
 _Healey scoffs at attack on child photos_
 _(Daily Mirror published the photos)_
 _Saatchi will not be prosecuted_
 _Appeals likely in paedophile photo cases_

* UK: Saatchi raid: press letters

* UK: Saatchi raid: press comment

  _No place for this moral panic_
  _The Saatchi Gallery should be congratulated_
  _Don't tell police what they'd see in the
   National Gallery or Wallace Collection_
  _Pornography or art?_
  _Out of focus_
  _Surprise, surprise_

* UK: _Government throws out measure to deal with chat rooms_
  + press comment
* UK: _Abuse claim teacher cleared_

* USA: _Family of 2-year-old 'streaker' taken to court_
* USA: _Judge refuses castration request_
* USA: _Newspapers could be forced to print pedophile details_

* USA: _ANALYSIS: computer-generated pornography_
* USA: _Law enforcement accused of fuelling fears over cybercrime_
* USA: _Australia Toughens Net Law, Bans E-Mail Forwarding_
* Canada: _Canada is next up with unworkable Net laws_
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UK: Saatchi raid:
--------------------------------------------------------

_Art lovers and culture minister defend artist_

12th March 2001

The Culture Secretary, Chris Smith, yesterday spoke out
against censorship in art after police warnings that
the Saatchi Gallery would be prosecuted for exhibiting
photographs of naked children.

For eight weeks of the exhibition at the Saatchi
Gallery in north London the exhibition has attracted
the attention only of those interested in contemporary
art.

Then at the end of last week police visited the
gallery, possibly studying art history, but equally
possibly because they were tipped off by the *News of
the World*, which ran a long excoriation of the
exhibition at the weekend.

Believing there was at least a case that the
photographs constituted pornography rather than art,
the Metropolitan Police have referred the case to the
Crown Prosecution Service.  The pictures involved are
images by the London-based U.S. photographer
Tierney Gearon, 37.  They depict her young children,
Emilee, 7, and Michael, 4.

Yesterday the debate moved from being between the
gallery owner Charles Saatchi and the police to
involving the government. The Culture Secretary became
involved, warning of the dangers of censorship.

Speaking in a television interview Chris Smith said "We
must be very careful in this country before we start
censoring things that are happening, either in
newspapers or in art galleries," he told Sky's *Sunday
with Adam Boulton* programme.

"We are a country that believes in free speech and we
need to hold very fast to that principle.  If there is
material that is exploitative of children then
obviously you need to have some degree of protection.
Balancing those two objectives is what difficult
questions of this kind have to be about."

Under the Protection of Children Act, it is an offence
to take or exhibit or possess "indecent photographs or
pseudo-photographs of a child."

Six years ago David Hockney spoke out at the Royal
Academy in defence of the depiction of naked children,
saying it was a tradition in art.

And, among those defending the exhibition, Lady
Warnock, the moral philosopher, said: "I can't imagine
anything more terrible than police coming in and saying
this photographer can't take pictures of her own
children.  It is something artists have always done."
The feminist writer and art critic Germaine Greer also
defended the pictures.

Alan Yentob, one of the BBC's most senior executives,
added: "The implication of obscenity has only been made
as a consequence of the vice squad going to the gallery
in a lumbering way.  Have they not got better things to
do?"

Visitors to the gallery yesterday did not suffer any
adverse reactions to the exhibition.  Eric de Bruyn,
30, a fine art student said: "I feel English people
always have a problem with nudity whether it's adult or
children.  There is nothing obscene about these
photographs.  I don't think they are adult masks the
children are wearing.  I see them just as cartoon
masks."  Simon Hodson, 28, a consultant, added: "It's
totally far-fetched to call this pornographic material.
If you ask any family with children they will all have
snapshots of a similar nature."

Jenny Blyth, the curator at the Saatchi gallery, has
said she was stunned when the police arrived.  "There
were a couple of images they wanted us to remove and if
we did not remove then they would get a warrant and
remove the exhibits themselves.  I was so surprised I
couldn't believe it.  They said they were looking at
the threat of prosecution."

--

13th March 2001

_Legally indecent?_

To some, the colour photographs of naked young children
in masks are edgy but innocent depictions of family life.
The American photographer Tierney Gearonhas captured her
two children, Emilee, 6, and Michael, 4, standing naked
on a beach, and urinating in the snow.  She depicts one
child wearing a cartoon pig mask.

However, the images in the *I Am a Camera* exhibition
at the Saatchi Gallery - which include pictures by Nan
Goldin, who has gained previous notoriety for
photographing a man dying of Aids - have provoked
outrage and condemnation.

Following complaints, the Metropolitan Police visited
the gallery last week and asked for the pictures to be
removed.  After consulting its lawyers, the gallery has
decided to defy the request in the name of artistic
freedom.  Gearon has defended her work, saying that
"only a perverted mind" could deem them obscene.

But the issue has reached far beyond the fashionable
confines of the gallery, in St John's Wood, North
London.  It has blossomed into a wider debate about
freedom of expression versus censorship.  The *News of
the World* campaign against paedophiles has
demonstrated that the public is not inclined to take a
liberal view when it comes to the rights of the child.
In its most recent edition, the Sunday tabloid devoted
several pages to condemning the exhibition.

Now the Culture Secretary, Chris Smith, has given
warning of the dangers of censorship.

The scene may well be set for a legal showdown.  But
with which laws might the photographs be in conflict?
Although the police who visited the Saatchi Gallery
were from the Obscene Publications Unit, an action
might more realistically be brought under the
Protection of Children Act 1978, Section 1 of which
states: "It is an offence for a person to take, or
permit to be taken, or to make any indecent photograph
or pseudo-photograph of a child; or to distribute or
show such indecent photographs or pseudo-photographs;
or to have in his possession such indecent photographs
or pseudo-photographs with a view to their being
distributed or shown by himself or others."

Experts say there may also be recourse to the Criminal
Justice Act, which lists the possession of an indecent
photograph of a child as a summary offence, ie, one
dealt with by a magistrate's court rather than a Crown
Court.

The gallery might, in addition, find itself checking
the small print in the Mary Whitehouse inspired
Indecent Displays (Controls) Act 1981, which states:
"If any indecent matter is publicly displayed, the
person making the display and any person causing or
permitting the display to be made shall be guilty
of an offence."

The crucial question, say legal experts, is whether a
jury would find the photographs by Gearon and Goldin
indecent:

_Allan Levy, QC, is an expert on the rights of the
child_

"Are these pictures obscene or indecent?  Personally, I
don't find them either.  These pictures don't even
begin to fall into the category of obscene.  To secure
a conviction under the Obscene Publications Act, one
would have to show that these pictures deprave and
corrupt.  I think people who are censorious of them
should examine their own perceptions.

"Is this a case of indecency?  This is similar to the
case of Julia Somerville (the newsreader whose partner
was acquitted of taking indecent photographs of her
daughter).  You have to be realistic and take a
balanced view.  The children are not being posed in
positions of indecency.

These are quite natural poses.  Some people may somehow
link the masks to 'satanic abuse', but they are looking
for something that isn't there.  There's nothing there
that hints at obscenity or pornography."


_Dan Tench is a defamation lawyer at Olswang, a firm
that specialises in media and the arts._

"The main offence would be under the Protection of
Children Act 1978.  The key word is 'indecent' and the
question of intent doesn't apply.  A jury only has to
satisfy itself on two counts - did the person take the
picture and is it indecent?  "The first question is
straightforward.  Someone might say they accidentally
took a picture of a child; for example, if they were
taking a picture and a naked child ran into the frame.
But there's not usually much argument about whether
someone's taken the picture.

"The question of whether it's indecent is the same as
asking how long is a piece of string.  In our
experience, it's very hard to secure a conviction for
obscenity [ a stronger charge than indecency ].
There's a strong sense [ in obscenity cases] that
juries favour freedom of expression.  Also, you find
that when the facts of a case are transferred to the
sober surroundings of a Crown Court, the whole thing
becomes farcical.  Juries have to listen to the
material over two or three weeks and so become very
familiar with it.  Then they are asked if it depraves
and corrupts.

"However, in the current climate against paedophilia,
it's difficult to say what would happen here.  I
wouldn't say the gallery has an easily defendable case.
Looking at the pictures, they do seem slightly odd.  My
personal view is that these pictures are not the sort
of pictures where you would get an immediate acquittal.
As to what a jury might say, you might as well ask 12
of your friends.  I think the likelihood is that you
would get an acquittal because a jury has to be sure
beyond reasonable doubt.  But if that's not the case,
then the benefit of the doubt would go to the gallery."


_Mark Stephens, of the art legal firm Finer Stephens
Innocent_.

"It would not be in the public interest to prosecute
over these pictures.  Artists and photographers have a
right to free speech and this right is protected in
law.

"These images are far removed from the type of pictures
used by paedophiles.  They just do not fall into that
category.  They are no different to the type of
snapshots that appear in most family photo albums.
This is a naked attempt at censorship of artists which
we last saw in the 1960s.  Prosecuting artists for
pictures like this is not what the law is meant for."


_Jennifer McDermott, a partner at Lovells._

"It is doubtful that the children in the photographs
would have a breach of privacy claim.  Children of that
age cannot give their consent to their images being
used; that must come from the parent.  But since the
parent is the photographer in this case, it follows
that consent has been given.  It would be different if
she had taken pictures of other people's children and
then published without permission.  "In order to
prosecute under the Obscene Publications Act, Scotland
Yard would have to show that the photographs are likely
to deprave and that removing them is necessary for the
protection of public morals.

"But the European Convention on Human Rights (recently
ratified in UK law) protects the right to free speech -
and that includes artistic expression.  The authorities
must not interfere with free speech unless it is
considered legitimate, reasonable and necessary within
a democratic society.

--

_Family photos aren't porn insists Saatchi raid artist_

11th March 2001

They look like happy snapshots from any family album:
two naked children playing on a sun-drenched beach, and
another image of a boy caught having a pee in the snow.
But the police do not think so.  After the raid on an
art gallery by Scotland Yard, the photographer who took
these images of her own children last night denied she
was involved in pornography - and expressed astonishment
that anyone could think it.

Speaking for the first time since the furore broke,
Tierney Gearon, whose work is part of the 'I Am A
Camera' exhibition at the Saatchi gallery in London,
said: 'I have had fan mail about these pictures.  The
only time the question of pornography or exploitation
has ever emerged is during interviews with the press
and even then it has never been a major issue.'

Gearon has been warned that two of her pictures will be
seized unless they are removed from public display.
She could also face prosecution under child pornography
legislation after it emerged that a report had been
forwarded to the Crown Prosecution Service.

The two images which have been deemed obscene have
appeared in newspaper and magazine publicity for the
exhibition.  The pictures are part of a series of 15
which document her personal family life. Other
pictures in the series also show full or partial
nudity but are not the subject of police action because
they are not deemed 'indecent'.

Despite the police warnings that the pictures must be
removed by Thursday, the gallery said it had no plans
to take down the photographs.  'We have received legal
advice from barrister Geoffrey Robertson and been told
that the police have used the wrong definition of what
is indecent,' said Jenny Blyth, the gallery's curator.

Playing with her children in London's Regents Park
yesterday, Gearon said: 'My children are my entire
life.  My children are beautiful and these are
beautiful, innocent pictures.  I am immensely proud of
my exhibition.  I do not accept that I have done
anything wrong.  My children came to the opening of the
exhibition.  They were showing people their
photographs, smiling, running around and having a great
time.  They were proud and delighted.

'You have to understand the context of these pictures
which is that I was documenting my family - not just my
children but my dad, my cousins, nephews, everyone -
for two years.  My son was in his ski suit, shuffling
along, telling me he needed to pee badly, then he took
off his clothes and did.  None of the pictures were
posed.  None of them have been retouched or cropped or
set up in any way.  In all cases it was simply a
question of waiting for the moment.  They are snapshots
of family life.'

--

14th Mar 2001

_Commons fear police raid_

Commons MPs are wondering whether they should brace
themselves for a raid by Scotland Yard after their
annual photo exhibition opened yesterday.

Hot on the heels of the controversy surrounding certain
photographs on show in London's Saatchi Gallery, The
Guardian publishes on its front page a photograph
entitled Boy in Peking, snapped by former Labour
chancellor and foreign secretary Lord Healey.

It "shows a little boy eating an ice cream with his
penis hanging out of his trousers" - a young
exhibitionist perhaps?  The exhibition also includes a
"picture of the back of a naked young girl sitting on a
plastic tricycle", taken by Labour MP for Cardiff
Central, Jon Owen Jones.

The leader of the Parliamentary Photographic Group,
Austin Mitchell MP, threw down the gauntlet to the
Met's obscene publications unit.  "It would be barmy if
they prosecute the art gallery.  If they go down, then
we should go down as well," he said.  "As it happens, I
have got some pictures of my grandchildren naked on my
desk here."

Perhaps Austin had better put them away before Scotland
Yard starts sniffing around.

--

15th March 2001

_Healey scoffs at attack on child photos_

The former chancellor, an accomplished photographer,
has included a shot he took of a young boy eating an
ice cream with his penis falling out of his trousers in
the latest show of parliamentarians' photos.  He
scoffed at the suggestion that such a picture could be
considered pornographic.

He said: "I think it is ridiculous.  When you think of
great Renaissance art, it is full of pictures of Jesus
as a boy without clothes on."  He added that one of
Europe's most famous statues, the Manneken Pis in
Brussels, depicts a young boy urinating into a fountain.

"In many parts of Asia and Africa, children do not wear
anything until they are five to eight years old.  This
is just perverts having a go."  He also defended the
Saatchi gallery, which reopens today, against the
threat of prosecution.

Lord Healey was mystified by the police action.  "I
can't imagine why they did it, apart from the fact that
they have little else to do.  I think it is absolute
nonsense."

The gallery has refused to remove the pictures.  The
Crown Prosecution Service is considering whether to
take action under the 1978 Protection of Children Act.

--

16th March 2001

  [ The national newspaper _The Mirror_ published the
    photos... ]

"THESE are the holiday snaps that sparked a fierce
debate over whether photos of naked children are
innocent or offensive.  Angry critics say the pictures
have turned the art gallery which houses them into a
paedophiles' paradise.  The Mirror does not agree and
believes the images, taken by the children's mum
Tierney Gearon, are not offensive." [...]

--

16th March 2001

_Saatchi will not be prosecuted_

The photographer Tierney Gearon and the Saatchi Gallery
were told last night they would not face prosecution
for exhibiting pictures of nude children because there
was insufficient evidence to secure a conviction.

The speedy decision by the crown prosecution service
ends a week-long furore.  Embarrassed senior officers
at Scotland Yard believe the matter should have been
handled with more sensitivity.

It is also a humiliating defeat for the News of the
World newspaper, which demanded the closure of the
display at the north London gallery and condemned it as
"a revolting exhibition of perversion under the guise
of art".

Jenny Blyth, the curator, said the gallery was
delighted by the decision.  "We are absolutely
thrilled.  It has been a very worrying time ... There
has been fantastic support from the press and the
public."

Gearon, whose pictures of her nude children feature in
the exhibition, said she was relieved.  "It's such
great news.  It has been an overwhelming week.  These
are my children.  I am a mother first and then I am an
artist.  It is not something I intended to happen.

"They have polluted my pictures.  There are now a lot
of people who are disturbed by my photos, which is
unfortunate because they were just images that people
enjoyed in an art gallery.

"When people ask whether they are pornographic and when
they appear [in the News of the World] with censoring
squares over them they look dirty."

She and the Saatchi Gallery had faced up to 10 years
in jail under the Protection of Children Act, which
deems the making, possession, distribution and display
of indecent pictures of children an offence.

The Metropolitan police also said they would take no
further action against the publisher Edward
Booth-Clibborn, who had been told to remove from
British bookshops thousands of copies of _I Am a
Camera_, which contains pictures from Charles Saatchi's
collection and on which the exhibition is based.

A CPS decision on such cases usually takes several
months, but after the intervention of the culture
minister a CPS lawyer visited the exhibition and then
told Scotland Yard the case should be dropped.

"After carefully reviewing the evidence submitted by
the Metropolitan police, the CPS has advised that there
is insufficient evidence to provide a realistic
prospect of conviction under the Protection of Children
Act 1978."

--

16th March 2001

[...] Yesterday morning three men and a woman staged
an unannounced naked protest in the gallery against
the threatened police prosecution.

--

17th March 2001

_Appeals likely in paedophile photo cases_

Police sources believe that scores of paedophiles will
now appeal against their sentences after the Crown
Prosecution Service decided not to bring criminal
charges against Charles Saatchi and the Saatchi Gallery
in north London.

Already Scotland Yard has received one letter from a
man asking why he was prosecuted for possessing similar
nudist material depicting children on a beach.

--------------------------------------------------------






Letters on the Saatchi raid:
--------------------------------------------------------

You can only laugh at the News of the World,
sleaze-mongers par excellence, trying to rebrand
themselves as protectors of our moral fabric.

I say to the News of the World, the police and anyone
else who looks at these images and sees pornography: go
and get some help immediately and stop polluting
everyone else's enjoyment of great photographs with
your mucky little perversions.

--

The News of the World's disturbing sensationalism and
its use of "censored" boxes to cover the children's
genitals in the photographs with its report on the
exhibition last Sunday has sexualised otherwise
harmless pictures.

It has also, by extension, made closet perverts of
anyone harbouring a photograph of baby in the bath
(that's most of us, I guess).

--

In a comparable case 35 years ago, a Home Secretary
told the police 'where to get off'.  Will Mr Straw even
up the score this time?  I don't think so.

--

If the images by Tierney Gearon, now threatened with
prosecution are indeed indecent then, under the
Protection of Children Act 1978, the Guardian itself
committed an offence by reproducing and distributing
them. Moreover, - under later revisions to the 1978 act
- it would also be criminal merely to possess these
photographs, in whatever form. This means that every
reader who doesn't burn the relevant parts of Saturday's
Guardian could be summonsed to appear before a
magistrate. I hereby inform Scotland Yard that I have
no intention of destroying such delightful images,
and invite them to take me to court.

--

The only obscenity which is self-evident in this case
is the perverse action of Scotland Yard officers.
Their attack upon the artistic integrity of the
photographer and her publisher should be investigated
by the Home Office for the abuse of office and of
public funds which it is.

--

Are we to take it that if police were to visit the
National Gallery or the British Museum, we would be
short of several nativities, not to mention much of
figurative sculpture from Ancient Greece onwards?

--------------------------------------------------------






Newspaper comments and leaders on the Saatchi raid:
--------------------------------------------------------

_No place for this moral panic_

11th March 2001

In the 40 years since the Lady Chatterley [novel by
D.H. Lawrence] trial, the definition of obscenity has
altered almost beyond recognition.  What was shocking
enough then to merit an Old Bailey prosecution -
nudity!  sexual intercourse! the use of the f-word!
- is now a routine part of the culture.  Most
contemporary novelists have at some point written
a sex scene.  Most dramas or films shown after
9pm involve two or more people ending up in bed
together.  And why not?  What's there to be so afraid
of?  We're grown-up and don't want the censor sticking
his oar in.

Except when it concerns children.  Children without
their clothes on have become the great taboo of our
age.  Forget genocide, germ warfare, battery farming,
state execution and smart bombs dropped on innocent
civilians.  The ultimate obscenity is a toddler with
its kit off.

The American woman photographer Tierney Gearon
discovered as much last week [...]

The one on the beach appeared in the *Independent on
Sunday Review *some weeks ago and nobody batted an
eyelid.  I don't greatly go for them myself.  Perhaps
Ms Gearon, who hasn't exhibited before, would make
no great claims for them either. But obscene is the
last word that comes to mind.

Perhaps, it's the very intimacy of the photos that has
disturbed Scotland Yard.  Observations of one's own
children at play are suspect now, even when celebratory
and undertaken in private.  Five years ago the
broadcaster Julia Somerville and her partner were
interviewed by police after a Boots employee complained
about family snaps they'd sent to be developed which
showed their seven-year-old child in the bath.  Many of
us could be hauled in for questioning on that score.
Most of our parents could, too.  It used to be the
stuff of comedy - man brings home girlfriend to meet
the parents, and mother embarrasses him by bringing out
old photos of him as a naked toddler.  These days no
mum would be so daft.  What if the "girlfriend" should
turn out to be an undercover policewoman?

Once it used to be adult penises that caused outrage;
now it's infant penises.  Once it used to be female
pubic hair; now it's girls not yet mature enough to
have pubic hair.  Once it used to be the acknowledgement
that masturbation, buggery, fellatio, cunnilingus etc
are common sexual practices; now it's the
acknowledgement that children's naked bodies can look
wonderful.

It's easy to see how this moral panic has arisen, but
whether paedophilia and child sexual abuse are more
prevalent in Britain than they used to be is hard to
establish and beside the point.  What's important is
that we're more aware that they exist - and have become
vigilant over anything that could be seen as indecent.

Among the photographers who have caused controversy
because of the candour of their work is the American
Sally Mann, whose luminous shots of her family (Gothic
in manner, and imbued with the atmosphere of the Deep
South) are hauntingly beautiful but never sentimental:
some of the pictures are of her children sick,
bloodied, angry or in pain.  Closer to home, the
British photographer Ron Oliver was subjected to a dawn
raid from Scotland Yard in 1993 - 18 years of
negatives, prints, diaries and documents were seized
and removed.  It is no coincidence that photographers
have suffered more harassment than painters or
installation artists such as Jake and Dinos Chapman.
Exactly three years ago this month police raided a
University library to seize a book of pictures by the
photographer Robert Mapplethorpe.  To the police mind,
a photo is "real" (and therefore open to suspicion)
in a way that a figurative painting could never be.

Few critics and commentators are as quick as the police
to shout "Obscene!", but in their way they can be just
as heavy-booted.  To call an artist "exploitative" is
no less grave a charge, and it is one that any artist
is likely to face when featuring a child in an artwork.
The argument is that children are innocent of an
artist's intentions and too immature to know what it
means to be depicted in an artwork (even if they're
teenagers and give consent, they might grow up to
regret it).  But the logical end of this is that no
visual (or written) image of any child would ever be
permissible.  Besides, the adult subjects of artworks
are often innocent of an artist's intentions, too.
Even the artist is - he or she can't know how the work
will be interpreted.  I sometimes wonder how much
longer anyone working in a naturalistic medium -
photography, figurative painting, non-fiction - can
continue, given the sensitivity over 'exploitation' of
the subject.  As Craig Raine found when he wrote an
elegy for a lover, it's no good taking dead subjects
rather than living ones.  That, too, will be deemed
'exploitative', since the dead "can't answer back".

As it happens, I've had a spot of bother in this area,
as well.  In 1997 I published a book, *As If*,
including a section that describes me undressing my
infant daughter for bed.  It was a passage intended to
show how sexualised our language for physical intimacy
has become - and how an innocent transaction between
parent and child might be misconstrued.  Some critics
took offence.  Perhaps I shouldn't have been surprised:
this isn't a time in which it's easy for a man to say
that a child can give huge physical delight.  But
saying it is important.  We're not all paedophiles.
Some pleasures - even physical ones involving naked
bodies - are still innocent.

To judge by her photos, Tierney Gearon takes pleasure
in showing her children at play.  She's also protective
of them: those face masks may be a little spooky and
unnerving, but they grant her children anonymity (no
one is going to recognise them in the street).  Of
course, what a sick mind could make of the photos is
impossible to say.  A sick mind can make anything of
anything.  But I don't think paedophiles will be
rushing to the Saatchi Gallery.  Nor should the police
have rushed there.  When the current moral panic is
over, last week's visit of the Plods [slang for bumbling
incompetent police] will look as laughable as the
Chatterley trial.

--

_The Saatchi Gallery should be congratulated_

13th March 2001

One jerk of the knee is bad enough, but when you get
two - in precisely opposed directions - things can very
easily get out of hand.  You can see the effect in the
debate over the Metropolitan Police warning to the
Saatchi Gallery that it faces prosecution unless it
removes two photographs by Tierney Gearon of her naked
children.  On one side, the terror of censorship
provokes alarms about hysteria and police
over-reaction; on the other, the fear of paedophilia
generates an adjectival froth of revulsion.

But, whatever its origins, this is not a synthetic
fuss.  The pictures are unsettling, as the gallery must
have known they would be.  It's possible that the
artist - a model turned photographer - is as guileless
and bemused by the row as she presents herself to be.
Even if that is true, it is surely safe to assume that
Mr Saatchi and his gallery employees were more
sophisticated about the ambiguity of these photographs.

It's hard to believe that no one raised the possibility
that they might touch a nerve in a culture that is
hypersensitive about the threatened innocence of
childhood.  Indeed, that's the point of them.
Innocence is not a quality that can be measured
quantitatively and written alongside the dimensions,
date and materials of a work of art - it has to be
thought about.  These photographs oblige you to do just
that.

The important question is a simple one, but one that
must be taken seriously.  Do the pictures put children
at risk?  We should start with these two children in
particular.  Ms Gearon's argument that they were
excited and pleased to have their images displayed is a
spurious one.  We do not, for good reasons, treat young
children as legitimate authorities on their own safety
and protection.

But it is hard to feel that they've been exposed to
anything worse than the familiar embarrassments that
parents have always visited on their children.  All the
pictures were taken by someone they trusted, and not
taken furtively but in the presence of other protective
adults.  They may well be embarrassed in time - but a
teenager's prospective embarrassment is no matter for
the state.  If Ms Gearon is found guilty of taking an
indecent photograph of a child then anyone who has ever
snapped a picture of their child in the bath is guilty
too.  Is this the society we want?  One hopes not.

Do the pictures, then, represent a hazard for children
in general?  Some have argued that, by "sending out the
wrong signals", they do.  Paedophiles will use the art
world as a sanction for their own activities; I'm an
artist, they will insist, not a pervert.  If this
argument were true, then any depiction of a naked child,
in whatever medium, might also be found guilty of being
an accessory to child abuse.  What is to stop a
paedophile from using a Botticelli painting or an
illustration to *The Water-Babies* to underpin his
claims to purely artistic motivation?

There is another kind of risk that needs to be taken
into account - that of creating a culture in which
children's bodies can be seen only as a potential crime
scene.  Ironically, the Saatchi row blows up just as
the sociologist Frank Furedi publishes a book arguing
that our fearfulness for our children is distorting
their lives.  He is talking principally about the
conditions of semi-benign house-arrest under which many
children now grow up, but his arguments are relevant
here too.

The Saatchi Gallery is right to resist the steady
colonisation of children's bodies by anxiety,
fearfulness and paranoia.  In so doing, it should be
congratulated for its bravery in standing up for the
idea of innocence, not condemned for damaging it.

--

_Don't tell police what they'd see in the National Gallery
or Wallace Collection_

12th March 2001

Thomas Mann's short story *Mario and the Magician*, a
fable on the rise of fascism in Italy, begins with a
small episode that seems unconnected to the main theme
but, on contemplation, is intimately linked to it.

It is directly taken from an episode from Mann's own
life, when he took his family on holiday to an Italian
beach resort.  In the story, a liberal German family
allows its eight-year-old daughter to take off her
swimsuit, which is stiff with sand, to rinse it in the
sea.

The Italians on the beach are outraged, and mount a
public protest.

The narrator is puzzled.

"In the last decade our attitude towards the nude body
and our feelings about it have undergone a fundamental
change all over the world.  There are things we 'never
think about' any more, and among these is the freedom
we had permitted to this by no means provocative little
childish body.  But in these parts it was taken as a
challenge."

Not just, it seems, in the context of Mussolini's
Italy.  Last week, the police mounted a raid on the
Saatchi gallery in London [... snip details]

This heavy-handed action roused, unsurprisingly,
condemnation from across the board.  Baroness Warnock
said that she "couldn't imagine anything more terrible
than police coming in and saying this photographer
can't take pictures of their own children".  Alan
Yentob was "sure they are completely innocent
pictures".  Blake Morrison said, rightly, that our
current touchstone for obscenity has become the
photographing of a naked child, and that this would
have baffled all previous ages.

It is certainly an extraordinary action to take, and,
personally, I cannot see what rational person could
view these pictures as obscene.

By the same standards, our galleries are absolutely
full of works of art which might contravene the
Children Acts; not just Mapplethorpe's deliberately
sexual images of children, but Bronzino's National
Gallery allegory, with some decidedly under-age and
incestuous sexual contact going on.  And for heaven's
sake, no one tell the Met about the Wallace Collection,
stuffed as it is with French rococo *putti* [cherubs],
all intently observing the lewdest scenes. And there
is, of course, some art of previous ages that no
painter or photographer could possibly get away with
now; there is a Fragonard in Munich, which depicts a
barely pubescent girl masturbating with a dog.

Next to a fairly average Boucher, Ms Gearon's
photographs seem statements of utter blamelessness.
What's wrong with them, then, that they have aroused
the ire of the coppers [police]?  Well, first, the
items in the Saatchi gallery are photographs.  But,
second, there has been a shift in belief, one that
is as evident in the defenders of the work of art
as in its official detractors.

The only defence now available for a work of art of
this sort is that it is "innocent"; that there is no
conceivable sexual content in it that would be apparent
to any serious investigator.  I don't see it.

Childhood sexuality is an insistent presence in these
photographs, with their masks and their forward posing.
The question ought to be not whether these photographs
are innocent of sexual implication, but *whether that is
an improper subject for the investigation of serious
art*?

The potential for desire in children should not on its
own ever lead to sexual practice, but it is entirely
proper to say that their sexuality is a reasonable
subject for the investigation of artists, as well as
scientists.

Of course, any photographer who corrupted his models
should be prosecuted.  But no one can possibly think
that Ms Gearon, photographing her own children, did any
such thing.  And to say that artists should not be
permitted, within these bounds, to talk about the
subject with freedom is to sacrifice an important civil
principle to a single dubious proposition.

What readings will be drawn from Ms Gearon's
photographs, a Bronzino allegory, _Lolita_ or, for that
matter, _Little Dorrit_, by someone who is already deeply
disturbed, no one can say.  If these subjects cannot be
talked about by artists, then we have begun to lose our
belief in the value a civilised society should place on
art altogether.

--

[...] In the matter of the lunacy of vice squads
hammering down the walls of the Saatchi Gallery, I am
with everybody else.  In the matter of Tierney Gearon's
snaps being no more inflammatory than your average
Renaissance painting of the baby Jesus, I am also with
everybody else.  Paedophilia is in the eye of the
beholder.  There are necrophiliacs out there, but we do
not ban Ophelia dead among the water lilies.

As for the new anxiety around children's bodies,
fuelled by zealots of the every-child-has-been-abused-
by-someone-sometime school, my horror at catching myself
wondering if I'm witnessing a crime every time I see an
adult caress a child, is as great as the rest of
humanity's.

Otherwise, I can't say that I care passionately whether
Tierney Gearon's pictures of her children stay or go.
I don't much like photographs and I don't much like
children.  Excessive devotion to children is its own
illness, I have always thought.  Not a crime, just a
species of retardation.  And I've yet to see a
photograph as interesting as a single mark from a fair
to middling painter's brush.

--

13th March 2001

_Pornography or art?_

In a year haunted by the phantasm of paedophilia, it
was only a matter of time before the photographs of
American artist Tierney Gearon came under fire. [...]

As Culture Secretary, Chris Smith, speaks out in
defence of the exhibition, warning of the dangers of
censorship in art, we asked four experts for their own
take on the controversy.


Katrina Brown, Curator of Dundee Contemporary Arts
Centre "From the Tierney Gearon pictures I have seen, I
would be completely happy staging an exhibition of her
work.  From what I have seen of them, they are much
like the photographs any family would take of their
children.  There is no sense that the children are
being exploited.  But they also have an intriguing,
artistic element to them.  The fact that the children's
faces are often obscured by masks, or goggles, lends
them a sense of mystery.

"This issue is about our own attitudes to children and
sex.  Ultimately, the burden of responsibility does not
lie with the artist, it lies with society as a whole.
As is so often the case, this whole issue has become
something of a storm in a tea-cup."


Alexander Proud, Owner of the Proud Gallery, London "I
wouldn't hesitate to show these photographs, nor would
I think twice about publishing them in one of my books.
I happen to think that they are fantastic images, but
if even if I didn't, I can't see that there's an issue
with them and I would show them as a matter of
principle.  "I think Gearon captures something quite
unique in the images.  On a superficial level, they
look like family snaps, but they are blown up large and
there is something distinctly unsettling about them.

"And I think that is where the confusion lies.  People
find the images unsettling and because they are of
naked children, they think that they must have some
sinister, sexual purpose.  Are we really saying that
these images encourage, or advocate paedophilia?
Surely that is utter nonsense.

"I'm currently showing a Rankin male nudes exhibition
and one of the photographs in that is of a naked man
holding a naked baby.  Are the police now going to come
down here and make me take that off the wall?  There will
shortly to be a major British exhibition of the work of
Nobuyoshi Araki - is that going to have to be vetted by
the police before opening?

"I know this sounds like a middle-aged man thing to
say, but haven't the police got anything better to do?
The whole thing is nonsense and the quicker it gets
thrown out of court, the better, as far as I am
concerned.  It's just scaremongering."


David Patterson, deputy curator, City Art Centre,
Edinburgh "As a publicly financed gallery, we would
have to take advice before we exhibited these
photographs, just because of what the likely fall-out
might be.  Insurance premiums could rise if threats
were made against the gallery.

--

12th March 2001

_Out of focus_

The News of the World has resuscitated its campaign
against paedophiles.  This time, though, the target is
subtly different: "Upper-crust 'art lovers' are paying
UKP 5 a head to ogle degrading snaps of naked children
plastered across the walls of one of Britain's most
exclusive galleries," yesterday's issue informed us.

Whatever one's point of view, it is disturbing that the
exhibition should have been raided by Scotland Yard.
There is a difference between tastelessness and
pornography, and it ought to be possible to disapprove
of something without banning it.  The readiness of our
authorities to see paedophilia lurking everywhere is
far more degrading that anything on display at the
Saatchi gallery.

--

_Surprise, surprise_

16th March 2001

There's a surprise: the Crown Prosecution Service has
decided, with uncharacteristic haste, "after carefully
reviewing the evidence", not to take legal action
against the Saatchi Gallery over the photographs of
naked children on show there.

Plain-clothes police officers can now be recalled from
investigating reports of peeing cherubs in statuary at
sundry locations around Britain, or depictions of them
in paintings by Renaissance artists in public places.
The artificial panic over representations of children's
naked bodies risked making worse the fearfulness for
our children that so distorts our society.

Even amid our present, overheated paranoia about
paedophilia, though, it was never remotely plausible
that a jury would have convicted either the Saatchi
Gallery or the artist, Tierney Gearon.  It could not
have been seriously argued that displaying the pictures
put children at risk, even if some people found them
disturbing.

Fortunately, common sense prevailed before this
nonsense went that far.

--------------------------------------------------------






UK: incidentally Saatchi-related comment in an article:
--------------------------------------------------------

[...] If you are a man intending to fly with British
Airways, beware.  You won't merely have to put up with
your knees being jammed somewhere near your ears thanks
to the lack of space between economy class seats, or the
frustrating wait because of the computer breakdown at
check-in.  You will be branded a potential paedophile.

A businessman on a BA flight who happened to be sitting
next to two children was amazed to be asked to move
because the airline didn't like single men sitting next
to minors.  He hadn't spoken to them, nor had they made
any complaint.  It was simply its policy, said BA, to
keep men away from children because of the danger of
paedophiles.  Many of us, women and men, might be
delighted to be moved as far as possible from a
screaming infant.  But for BA to regard all men as
potential paedophiles is to take leave of its
collective senses.  The number of children sexually
assaulted by strangers is infinitesimal.  The danger of
paedophile assault on a flight is about as likely as
the plane being struck by a meteorite. [...]

---------------------------------------------------------




UK:
--------------------------------------------------------

15th Mar 2001

_Government throws out measure to deal with chat rooms_

A Conservative proposal to criminalise the online
enticement of children by paedophiles was thrown out by
the government on Wednesday.

Shadow Home Secretary Anne Widecombe tabled an
amendment to the Criminal Justice and Police Bill for
the fifth time in the House of Commons, requesting that
the "enticement" of children through Internet chat be
made illegal.

The proposal was abandoned, with 282 ministers voting
against the amendment, whilst 162 voted in favour.

--

Comment:

_Chat room danger: entrapment is not the answer_

15th March 2001

It has happened to me several times: on my way home.  I
hear a shop's burglar alarm and as I walk past the
broken window I realise I could reach right in and take
that expensive watch, or that CD player.  No one would
ever know.  And I think for a moment how neat it would
be to have these things, but I walk on by.

But I wonder: am I certain that, with all those things
I can't afford constantly being made so enticingly
available to me, I could always resist their lure?

Perhaps, just once, I might say to myself, "Maybe I
should just take it."  And perhaps I would only do it
that one time, and that would be the end of it.

Or perhaps it turns out that the shop wasn't broken
into after all, and the police had actually set up an
entrapment operation to try to get people like me to
commit a crime.  They could bust me and announce that
they had removed another "villain" from the streets.

The trouble with temptation is that, sooner or later,
even the best of us might have trouble resisting it
over and over.  And if someone is constantly drawing us
a picture of how we *could* do it, and get away with
it, it might just get easier and easier to think,
"Well, just this once..." What it doesn't mean is that
we are the people the police should be trying to put in
jail, or who the public should worry about.

This is one major problem with entrapment operations:
they encourage otherwise law-abiding people to do
things they would never otherwise do.  Some people
argue that a good person, a decent person, would never
take the bait, but it simply isn't true.  Everyone has
their weaknesses, their secrets, their flaws, the dark
places in their hearts.  It would be easy for the
police to entrap anyone, if they wanted to.

And there's no question that the police abuse the law
in pursuit of people who are no danger to the public.
The police have been known to go after specific
individuals who are not dangerous criminals, for
reasons the public would never approve of.  As a civil
libertarian, I often encounter cases where people have
been pursued by the police for no better reason than
that they have irritated important people.

For example, not too long ago, a critic of mining
companies suddenly had his home raided on the pretext
of looking for "child porn".  The police claimed they
had had "a complaint", although they never offered any
evidence for this.

Alleged abuse of children and "child porn" on the
Internet is now being exploited to justify even the
most outrageous new expansions of police powers.  Time
and again, we hear that there are cases of child abuse
of some sort or another that can't be dealt with unless
we waive all of our civil liberties so that the police
and the courts can "do their job".

But this is a lie.  The police and courts in fact have
far more power than they need, and the legitimate
arrests and convictions we hear of occur not because
the police have been given new powers, but because good
old-fashioned police work is still the best way to find
real villains.  When the police complain that they
can't find evidence of a crime, the truth is that this
is often because there is no crime.  Entrapment offers
the police the means to find ways to arrest and
imprison you just because they don't like your looks.

When the police have the power to violate your civil
liberties, they aren't protecting children.  They are
making you -- and your children -- vulnerable to a
lifetime of intimidation and genuine peril.

We all have unpleasant and even criminal thoughts in
our hearts, but it should never be the business of the
police to encourage us to turn those thoughts into
reality.

--------------------------------------------------------






UK:
--------------------------------------------------------

March 15th 2001

_Abuse claim teacher cleared_

A teacher suspended on full pay for six years, after
being accused of "inappropriate touching", today
won the right to reinstatement after judges quashed
a decision by David Blunkett.

The teacher, aged 51, had been cleared of the
allegation in 1996 by a disciplinary panel, and by a
police investigation - yet Education Secretary David
Blunkett ordered another hearing.

Mr Justice Langley, sitting in the High Court in
London, ruled last year that Mr Blunkett had power to
intervene - but today the Court of Appeal reversed his
decision.

Three appeal judges then quashed the Education Secretary's
decision of March 1999 to order another hearing and
reinstated the school disciplinary panel's finding that
there had been no misconduct by the teacher.

The teacher, who successfully taught in Ramsbottom,
Lancs, from 1979 until the allegations of "inappropriate
touching" made by the parents of a 15-year-old boy in
1995, can now apply for reinstatement.

--------------------------------------------------------





USA:
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12th March 2001

_Family of 2-year-old 'streaker' taken to court_
-- Court claims 4th Amendment "doesn't apply" to social workers_

Because a 2-year-old, acting in typical toddler
fashion, ran out of the house naked chasing a kitten, a
social worker demanded entry into the North Carolina
child's home to interview all children in the
household, ultimately landing the parents in court.

Jim and Mary Ann Stumbo of Kings Mountain, N.C., have
four children, the youngest of whom was seen
"streaking" in her front yard in search of her pet kitten
in September 1999.  The toddler's older brother saw her
and quickly brought the little girl back in the house,
but someone had already complained to the authorities,
prompting a same-day visit by a social worker.

The Stumbos, insisting that the Constitution protects
the privacy of their home, did not allow the social
worker admittance or access to their children.  As a
result, the parents were forced into court and found
guilty of interfering with a child-abuse and neglect
investigation.

Claiming the Fourth Amendment protects them from
searches without probable cause, the family eventually
took the case to the North Carolina Court of Appeal
[http://www.aoc.state.nc.us/www/public/html/coa.html]
where it will be heard tomorrow.

The Fourth Amendment states in its entirety: "The right
of the people to be secure in their persons, houses,
papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and
seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by Oath or
affirmation, and particularly describing the place to
be searched, and the persons or things to be seized."

But according to court transcripts, both the social
worker on the case and Cleveland County District Judge
Anna Foster
[http://www.aoc.state.nc.us/www/public/courts/cleveland.html]
claimed social workers are not subject to the Fourth
Amendment.

According to the lower court, social workers
investigating child abuse are not "state actors" and
are therefore somehow "not subject" to the Constitution.

The Stumbos argued there was not probable cause for the
search because their daughter had simply run out to
chase a kitten and was quickly brought back into the
house by her older brother.  But Foster excluded that
testimony as irrelevant to the case, which she said
centered on the parents' interference with an
investigation.

Concluding the September 1999 district court
proceedings, Foster began detailing her order forcing
the Stumbos to allow the social worker into their home.
But the judge stopped short, saying she had realized
that such an order would be in violation of the Fourth
Amendment, which requires warrants to be issued only
"upon probable cause."  There was no probable cause in
the Stumbo case.

Had the toddler run out unattended in a busy urban
public area, the county may have been able to argue
that a case of neglect could exist, giving the judge
"probable cause" to issue a search order.  However,
the Stumbos live on a 10-acre plot at the end of a
dead-end street in a rural area of North Carolina --
hardly a dangerous setting for a toddler on a quickly
squelched garden kitten hunt.

After a 120-day delay, the court finally issued its
order requiring the Stumbos "to not obstruct, interfere
with the investigation," which was to take place
according to Department of Social Services regulations.

Upon the social worker's return visit, the Stumbos
allowed their children to be interviewed while in the
parents' presence.  Only the principal party -- the
2-year-old -- was "interviewed" without the parent's
presence.  But the social worker then demanded to
interview *all* the children without the parents,
and not just the toddler in question, prompting a
legal battle in the North Carolina Court of Appeals.

The Stumbos are members of the Home School Legal
Defense Association [http://hslda.org/] which
represents the family in court.  According to HSLDA,
"The question to be answered by the appeals court is
whether social workers are bound to obey the U.S.
Constitution.  Federal courts have already ruled in
other cases that social workers are subject to the
Constitution."

Said HSLDA Chairman and General Counsel Mike Farris,
"The bottom line is that North Carolina's social
workers seem to believe they don't have to obey the
Constitution when investigating child abuse.  The
federal courts have clearly said that social workers
are not a law unto themselves.  They must obey the
Constitution, just like the rest of us."

--------------------------------------------------------





USA:
--------------------------------------------------------

March 16th 2001_

_Judge refuses castration request_

Oroville - A Butte County judge has ruled there is no
medical or legal reason to grant a convicted child
molester's request to be castrated.

Bruce C, 40, wanted the procedure before a local jury
convenes next month to decide whether he should remain
confined in a state hospital.  Under state law,
convicted molesters who continue to pose a danger to
society may have their original sentence extended by a
jury.

Butte County Superior Court Judge Gerald Hermansen said
Thursday that there were less intrusive ways of helping
C's pedophilia.

That could include hormonal chemicals and more
psychiatric therapy, said the director of Atascadero
State Hospital, where C is confined.

C's attorney Dale Rasmussen said his client had a
constitutional right to be castrated at public expense.
The procedure would have cost about $1,000.

Hermansen said he was concerned that C was more
concerned about being granted freedom than controlling
his molestation urges.

--------------------------------------------------------





USA:
---------------------------------------------------------

12th March 2001

_Newspapers could be forced to print pedophile details_

A weekly newspaper targeted by a proposed law that
would require some papers to run pedophile notices has
agreed to include the information in paid advertisements
only, its publisher said Tuesday.

The *Shelton-Mason County Journal* has refused several
demands by authorities to print notices in news columns
notifying readers of any pedophiles who live in their
area.  "We have the philosophy that these ex-convicts
have paid their debt to society," publisher Charlie Gay
said.

The 9,400-circulation weekly newspaper is published in
Shelton, about 45 miles southwest of Seattle.

County sheriffs in Washington have been required since
1990 to notify communities of sex offenders in their
area.

An amendment by state Sen. Tim Sheldon to an unrelated
newspaper bill would require community "newspapers of
record" like the *Journal* to run sex-offender notices
as stories.  The bill does not yet have House approval.

Rowland Thompson, head of Allied Daily Newspapers of
Washington and a lobbyist for daily and weekly papers
in the state, said the amendment was clearly
unconstitutional because it infringes on freedom of
the press by attempting to control the content of
newspapers.

*The Seattle Times* is the only other newspaper in
Washington that does not routinely run sex-offender
information releases as if they were news, said
Thompson.

Michael Fancher, the *Times* executive editor, said
publishing the names of released offenders could mean
additional punishment after they have served their
time.

Critics charge the information is just a green light
for harassment, even vigilanteeism, by those who think
all pedophiles have forfeited membership in the
community - at least their part of it.

"There is no empirical evidence that notification
reduces reoffending or increases it," says Dr. Marnie
Rice, research director at Canada's Penetanguishene
Mental Health Centre and a noted world authority on
recidivism.

Washington Newspaper Publishers Association, which
represents more than 100 weekly papers in the state,
oppose Sheldon's proposal.

--

13th March 2001

[...] Yesterday the state Senate unanimously approved a
bill that would force many newspapers to publish the
notices, either as advertisements or news items.

The bill's sponsor, Sen.  Tim Sheldon, a Democrat from
Mason County, amended an unrelated newspapers bill by
Sen.  Georgia Gardner, D- Blaine, that would change the
definition of what a legal newspaper is, so that a
newspaper in Blaine would qualify.

Charlie Gay, the publisher of the 115-year-old paper
once run by his well-known, muckraking father Henry
Gay, says released sex offenders have paid their debt
to society.  "I don't like being the government agent
for punishment," Gay said.

He thinks his newspaper is being singled out, in part,
because of another controversial policy.  The Journal
has long reported the names of all participants in
trials, including witnesses and victims, even minors,
in sexual-abuse and assault cases.  And the Legislature
tried to force a change at the newspaper once before.

Eight years ago, Sheldon was the main sponsor of a bill
passed by the Legislature that required newspapers to
withhold the names of children who are victims in sex
crimes.  The state Supreme Court ruled it
unconstitutional.

The Seattle Times does not publish routine notices of
sex offenders who move into the community, said Michael
Fancher, the paper's executive editor.  The paper does
write about some cases.

Fancher shares some of Gay's concerns about the paper
playing a role in extracting additional punishment
after the people are released from prison.

He said listing sex offenders is similar to newspapers
being asked to publish the names of men arrested for
soliciting prostitutes or of people arrested for
drunken driving.

Thompson and the Washington Newspaper Publishers
Association, which represents more than 100 weekly
papers in the state, oppose Sheldon's proposal.

They say it is unconstitutional to force a paper to
publish something as if it were a news item.

---------------------------------------------------------
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_ANALYSIS: computer-generated pornography_

The U.S. Supreme Court recently granted review of a
case, *Reno v.  Free Speech Coalition*, that raises an
interesting First Amendment issue.

The issue is whether, in addition to banning actual
child pornography, the government can also ban
"virtual" (or "pseudo") child pornography.  That is,
computer-generated pornography that appears to depict
children, or conveys the impression that it is
depicting real children, but in fact does not.

Examples of "virtual" child pornography include
digitally created images that appear to be of children
and extremely lifelike animations that can fool the
viewer into thinking they are real.

The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in California has
held that a ban of "virtual" child pornography --
embodied in a provision of the Child Pornography
Protection Act of 1996 -- is unconstitutional.

The First Amendment, the California court noted,
protects images as well as words.  And when images with
a particular content are specially targeted, the
amendment's protections can only be overcome by a
compelling interest on the part of the government.

Applying this standard, the court concluded that the
First Amendment allows a complete ban on actual child
pornography but not a complete ban on "virtual" child
pornography.

The members of the Free Speech Coalition, who
challenged the ban, had not yet been prosecuted but
feared they would be.  In the First Amendment context,
where "chilling" speech is seen as an evil, that fear
was enough to allow a court case to be brought.

Two aspects of the case are novel and intriguing.
First, the Supreme Court itself arguably invited the
"virtual" pornography alternative in a 1982 ruling.

Second, the "virtual" pornography ban creates a
"thought crime" -- for it makes the mere imagination
and portrayal of a fictional crime, without any actual
crime, illegal.

In a 1982 decision, *New York v.  Ferber*, the Supreme
Court as much as invited the creation of pseudo and
"virtual" child pornography.  *Ferber*, which upheld a
ban on actual child pornography, claimed that serious
artistic works involving childhood sexuality would
survive the ban.

Why?  Because the court asserted reassuringly, "if it
were necessary for literary or artistic value, a person
over the statutory age who perhaps looked younger could
be utilized.  Simulation outside of the prohibition of
the statute could provide another alternative."

Movie versions of _Lolita_ have gone the "pseudo"
route, but literary and artistic values were not in
fact preserved: _Lolita_'s Sue Lyon (15, or older,
according to some reports) and Dominique Swain (also
15) looked and behaved older than the 12-year-old
character Vladimir Nabokov described.

The ironic consequence was that Humbert Humbert
appeared less loathsome, and Lolita more confident and
mature, than in the book -- and their relationship
less objectionable.

Could a virtual Lolita do better?  Perhaps.  She might
actually appear to be 12.  Imagine Lolita, for example,
as a younger version of Lara Croft, the "virtual"
heroine of the game "Tomb Raider" -- but one who,
because of improved technology, is as realistic-looking
as Angelina Jolie, who plays Croft in the upcoming
movie.

Regardless of the success of pseudo or virtual
depictions of children's sexuality, the fact remains
that the court offered them as alternatives to make
more palatable a full-fledged ban on actual depictions
of children's sexuality.

For the court now to reverse itself, and erase these
alternatives, would undermine the reasoning of its
earlier case.

"Virtual" child pornography itself may seem hardly
worth of the First Amendment's protections, and perhaps
that is so.

But if we were to generalize the principle that
loathsome "virtual" acts can never be depicted in film
or photography, we would be authorizing full-scale
censorship, and introducing into our law "thought
crimes": victimless crimes that involve no more than
the imagination of a criminal act.

Understandably, Congress does not want anyone (writer
or reader) even to envision sexual activity involving
children, for fear that vision could become real.

That of course is thought control.  If we accept it
now, we can expect it to broaden.  Depictions of
"virtual" crimes are common in pop culture and serious
art alike.

The movie "Hannibal," for example, might be thought of
as a depiction of "virtual" cannibalism: It really does
appear that Anthony Hopkins is consuming Ray Liotta's
brain while Liotta is still alive.  (Fortunately no
actual Ray Liotta, to my knowledge, was harmed in the
making of the film.)

We know the cannibalism is not real.  Such knowledge,
however, would probably not save "Hannibal" from a
statute banning "virtual cannibalism", passed for
fear that real cannibals might take comfort from its
fictional portrayal.  What is shown in the movie still
appears to be cannibalism and conveys the impression
that it is.

The difficulties with saving "Hannibal" from a "virtual
cannibalism-ography" ban illustrate the difficulties
with the ban on "virtual" child pornography.

Sexual contact with children is something that the
government, as the Supreme Court has noted, has an
interest of "surpassing" importance in preventing.  But
so are cannibalism, murder and rape.

Congress' decision to choose one crime among many, deem
it the worst, and criminalize depictions of only that
crime, is arbitrary.

Were our society to criminalize depictions of all these
other crimes, it would be obvious that we would be
creating a broad category of "thought crimes" -- in
which censored images would have to be weak and indirect
to be deemed safe.

And, as the California court noted, it should not be
the rule that "[t]he more realistic an imaginary
creation is, the less protection it is entitled to
under the First Amendment."  The most effective art
would then be the most illegal.

The underlying problem is that prohibitions on images
will never be able to account for their message or
perspective -- only for their roughly defined subject
area.

Thus, the devastatingly realistic depiction of rape so
well acted by Jodie Foster in _The Accused_ could just
as easily fall within a "virtual rape" statute as a
devastatingly realistic depiction of rape that
portrayed the crime as desirable or manly.

The former, of course, probably would never be
prosecuted, but would Foster's producers have been
willing to risk jail on a gamble that the movie's
explicitness would not offend a single prosecutor
anywhere in the country?

A regulation that targeted only depictions deemed to
encourage crimes or which were positive toward them
might protect "The Accused," which definitively sides
with the victim.  But it would leave as fair game other
movies that do not unequivocally condemn crime -- from
"A Clockwork Orange" to "The Talented Mr. Ripley."

Perspective is subtle and hard to regulate precisely
because it is the essence of speech and thought.  It
involves not just what we think about, but also what we
think about it.  In the end, it is up to us, not the
government, to decide that.

---------------------------------------------------------






USA: Privacy
---------------------------------------------------------

16th March 2001

_Law enforcement agencies are accused of fuelling fears
over cybercrime_

In a bad week for European/US digital relations, US
regulators look set to reject the European Cyber-Crime
Convention.  A lack of agreement could add to the
complexity of trading and policing across international
borders.

US experts said the scheme was unclear and unworkable,
and particularly objected to a clause that states that
employers should be liable for crimes committed by
staff on company networks.

Speaking at the recent Computers, Freedom and Privacy
conference held in Massachusetts, Jim Halpert, partner
at a US law firm and a representative of the Commercial
Internet eXchange and NetCoalition, said that the US
was unlikely to adopt the convention in its current
form.

Halpert said the convention - expected to be ratified
in Europe by the end of the year - was too long and
too vague.  He said the rules would be open to
different interpretations in different countries and
was concerned that firms faced liability if an offence
was committed due to lack of supervision.  "How do you
stop employees who have computer access?" he asked.

The US criticism of the convention - now in its 25th
draft - is the latest setback in the treaty's painful
journey to possible ratification.  As it stands, the
convention allows law enforcement bodies to obtain data
held on computer systems in their own country, in
another member state, or by any ISP.

Guy de Vel, director of legal affairs at the Council of
Europe, argued that despite US concerns, the proposed
treaty is unlikely to alter much.  "Everything has been
so carefully weighted, I don't really see important
parts of it changing," he said.  However, a number of
experts said that changes should be made - not least
because the current draft, in outlawing certain hacking
tools, could also make it illegal for firms to use
legitimate tools to test the security of their
networks.

Privacy experts in the UK were equally unimpressed with
the treaty, complaining that the drafting had been too
secretive.

Caspar Bowden, director of the Foundation for
Information Policy Research, said: "The convention text
is the result of a secretive, three-year process with
no transparency; even the names of the drafters have
still not been disclosed.  There seems to be a
coordinated campaign by law-enforcement agencies to
whip up fears about cybercrime."

---------------------------------------------------------






Australia: privacy and censorship:
---------------------------------------------------------

_Australia Toughens Net Law, Bans E-Mail Forwarding_

5th March 2001

A rash of hasty new Internet legislation in Australia
is drawing fire from online civil rights advocates, as
lawmakers there are clamping down on a bevy of
file-sharing issues ranging from sharing Web content
to the forwarding of group e-mails.

The state government of South Australia is considering
tough new legislation that could hold adults criminally
responsible for failing to predict whether online
material could be "harmful to children".

Meanwhile, the Australian Parliament has implemented a
Copyright Amendment to its Digital Agenda Act,
reportedly making forwarding e-mail without the
permission of the original author a crime.

Opponents of the South Australia measure say the
legislation, sponsored by state Attorney General Trevor
Griffin, would end up banning the exchange of adult
materials between consenting adults.  The state
Parliament is scheduled to vote on the proposal next
week, the online civil liberties group Electronic
Frontiers Australi [http://www.efa.org.au/] said.

"If you place matter unsuitable for minors on a Web
page, even on a password-protected section of your
site, and give the password only to your adult friends,
you [can] be prosecuted under criminal law," the EFA
said.

The content covered under the bill includes Web pages,
usenet newsgroups and archived mailing lists, EFA
officials said, adding that the maximum fine included
in the legislation is AUD $10,000.

EFA officials say the proposed legislation raises
"serious criminal justice issues" because it subjects
regular citizens to criminal penalties for failing to
predict that an adult rating could be applied to
certain material by a nationwide rating agency.

The bill also treats "ordinary South Australians
providing online content less fairly under criminal law
than offline publishers of magazines and films," the
EFA said.

Across Australia, however, the Copyright Amendment,
which went into effect this week, threatens up to five
years in jail and a fine equivalent to more than
US$30,000 for those who forward copyrighted material
using the Internet.

The Sunday Telegraph of Australia is warning that the
statute would also apply to forwarding personal e-mail
like jokes or office gossip to family, friends or
co-workers because such actions would clearly breach
the copyright held by the creator.  Even the local
caching of content by a web browser could be deemed a
crime.  It is feared that unpopular companies could
make malicious claims about copyright infringement
in order to intimidate employees and critics.

The proposals also recommend two-year jail terms for
people who use the Internet at work on an employer's
computer.  Those who access the Internet to view
pornography or gamble would face an even stiffer
punishment, according to The Australian newspaper.

---------------------------------------------------------






Canada: privacy and censorship:
---------------------------------------------------------

15th Mar 2001

_Canada is next up with unworkable Net laws_

The Canadian Government appears to have joined the list
of countries that have misunderstood the Internet and
cranked out ill-fitting legislation.

It is planning to bring in new laws to "combat" child
pornography.  Joyfully billed as the "world's toughest
legislation" in this area, the new bill would create a
new criminal offence of transmitting child pornography,
for example by e-mail, punishable by up to 10 years in
prison.  Exporting it from Canada would also become
criminal.  Importing it is already illegal.

Judges would be empowered to order the deletion of
on-line smut - as well as hyperlinks to foreign sites -
from all Canadian Internet servers.

The law will also apply if the offences are committed
outside of Canada, allowing prosecutions even without
the approval of the country where they committed the
offence.  Offenders face ten years in jail.

Although Canadian officials were unable to point to any
other legislation banning "accessing" child
pornography, they said a draft Council of Europe
convention on cyber-crime would create a new category
of procuring child pornography.

Laws in Canada criminalize written such as sexual
fiction, as well as photographic pedophilia. The
Supreme Court of Canada had in January upheld a
federal ban on the possession of child porn but
allowed personal pornographic writings for a person's
own use, or erotic material taken for one's own use
with the consent of those depicted.  Distributing
or selling such written material remains a crime,
the court decided.

--

Comment:

[...] What does "access" mean, for example?  What can be
taken to be "indecent" chatroom talk?  Some companies
"provide" millions of URLs every day - should they be
responsible for their subsequent content, or for the
content one two or three clicks away from an URL?  And
since the Internet is so global and easily accessed,
is there not always an inherent risk that the wrong
person is blamed?

More importantly - what is deemed "indecent" regarding
photos of kids?  There's a big argument currently going
on in the UK regarding some pictures at the Saatchi
Gallery.  They depict naked kids and the police have
asked them to be removed before the exhibition reopens.
The Gallery has refused - and it has found backing by
quite a few important and influential people who
despair at society's sexual neurosis and paranoia
regarding children.  They've got a point.

Law after misplaced law that fails to understand how
the Net works and is simply creating future discord.

-

Newspaper leader:

16th March 2001

_Porn law excessive_

It is important that law-abiding citizens feel free to
sit at their computers, without fear of being watched
or harassed by the state.

Justice Minister Anne McLellan needs to fine-tune her
bill updating the Criminal Code to achieve a balance.

The intent of the legislation is laudable.  Canadians
want their government to protect children from sexual
exploitation.

But the powers the minister proposes to give police are
disturbingly broad.  Innocent Internet users could find
themselves subject to police surveillance.  People who
stumble onto pornography sites inadvertently - as almost
everyone who surfs the Web has done - could be required
to justify their behaviour.

Her plan to make it a Criminal Code offence to
"intentionally access" child pornography is troubling.
How will police know whether a visit to a child porn
site is intentional?  What will a citizen have to do to
prove that he or she is not a cyber criminal?  What
will stop law enforcement authorities from monitoring
everything an individual does on the Internet on
suspicion of illegal intent?  What will they do with
the information they compile?

Personal privacy and freedom of thought, belief,
opinion and expression are fundamental rights.  They
must not be sacrificed in an attempt to crack down on
Internet crime.

McLellan's determination to update the Criminal Code is
commendable.  But she has gone a step too far.

----------------------------------------------------------





Book reviews:
----------------------------------------------------------

March 11th 2001

_Stop being paranoid, Britain's parents told_

 Paranoid Parenting
 by Frank Furedi.
 Penguin Press, London.


A new book on child-rearing to be published this week
will urge parents to let their children take more risks
and stop panicking about playground bullies and
paedophiles.

The book's author, Frank Furedi, an academic at the
University of Kent, argues that parents' obsession
with the safety of their children is more damaging
than the risks themselves.

Paranoid Parenting says parents should be wary of
traditional 'child-centred' experts and urges the
Government not to meddle in the family and parenting.

In his new book, Furedi argues children are introduced
to the culture of fear from the moment they are born.
This begins with new measures to guard against hospital
babynappers and is followed by guidelines about the
minimal risk of cot death.  Arriving home, they are
surrounded by an army of midwives, health visitors and
doctors.  They then hem themselves in even more by
buying childcare books.  As their babies grow, their
insecurity makes them easy prey for manufacturers.

Furedi is also concerned about the mixed messages in
the news.  One day a national child-charity will be
castigating parents for turning their children into
couch potatoes; the next, he argues, it will announce
that letting children play outdoors on their own is a
form of child abuse.

Add to this fears about accidents in the home and
paedophiles, and it's small wonder many parents are
inclined to be overprotective, says Furedi.  Fear of
being accused of abuse means no one dares to watch
over children who are outside without their adult
'owners'.  But in watching their backs, they are
undermining what Furedi calls 'adult solidarity'.
The casual neighbourhood safety net has disappeared,
leaving children who do venture beyond their front
doors far less protected than they were before.

According to Paranoid Parenting, it is cruel to keep
children inside.  They need room to explore the world
around them, they need time to make their own
friendships in their own way without an army of anxious
adults monitoring their every movement.

But at the heart of the Furedi argument is an attack on
government interference and in particular New Labour's
social policy: 'The politicisation of parenthood is a
failure of the political imagination.  Unable to work
out effective social policies that can tackle the real
problems facing British society, some politicians have
been persuaded that if they can re-educate parents
everything would turn out fine.  Politicians, who have
failed to provide Britain with a decent system of
education, somehow assume that nevertheless they are
fit to educate parents.'

Furedi hopes the book will help parents put their
anxieties in perspective, and understand that 'most of
the really big issues that plague parents have little
to do with problems intrinsic to child-rearing'.  He
believes they should turn their backs on experts and
build on their own experiences.  Rather than seek
support from professionals in all matters, he'd like
parents to pay more attention to friends and relatives
familiar with their way of life.

--

14th March 2001

_Scared silly_

[...] In particular, what he noticed was that children
were no longer left to their own devices.  He describes
it as a "colonisation" of the world of children by adults.
As a consequence, he says, adults not only inhabit but
control the lives of children to an alarming and
unhealthy extent.  For Furedi, whose 1997 book The
Culture of Fear examined the way risk is perceived in
society, the most obvious manifestation of this control
centres on fears about children's safety.  The real
risks, he argues, are magnified by irrational fears;
and so kids' freedom and creativity are being limited.

Our fears are fed by study after alarm-bell-ringing
study alerting us to this or that childhood danger.
Furedi disputes the idea that most of these studies
originate in universities like his own.  In fact, he
says, many are market-research reports masquerading as
more serious analyses.  The result, he says, is a
generation of parents who believe that their children
are at real risk, and who are overreacting in their
efforts to protect them.

"When I ask people why they limit their children's
activities in a particular way," says Furedi, "they
always say, 'I couldn't live with myself if anything
happened.'  In other words, they're talking about
themselves, not about their children."

Furedi thinks that because we now feel we have to take
responsibility for every part of our children's lives,
we take every threat to their safety too seriously.
"It's not worth altering your behaviour and being on
red alert for what are relatively small risks," he
maintains.  "We've got to accept that life contains
risks and it's far better to be aware of them than to
let them enslave our lives."  He says it is naive to
argue that the information we are being fed about,
say, health risks in pregnancy is widening our choice
or improving our parenting; in fact they often lead
to legally enforced conformity.  "Take the US, where
in some areas pregnant women can be arrested for
drinking in public," he says.  "What begins as advice
ends up as coercion."

Furedi concedes that there may be a positive aspect to
parents being more involved in the lives of their
children, but adds that: "The danger is, it becomes
compulsive.  What starts as involvement becomes this
infinite process, and you lose the ability to draw a
line between what your children should be doing on
their own and what adults should be doing."

[...] the bottom line is: if we stopped trying so hard,
we would make a better job of bringing up our kids -
and if we ignored most of the advice we are bombarded
with, we would do a better job still.

--------------------------------------------------------





UK:
--------------------------------------------------------

_Rule of law in jeopardy_

11th March 2001

Before the final political stampede to abolish the
double jeopardy rule, it is time to take careful stock
of what is at stake.  The winds of 'new realism' have
been tearing away the principles of justice in every
area of social welfare, not just the law itself.

The reasons are usually given as efficiency, economy or
the appearance of toughness.  If these are the
paradigms by which we wish to be governed, let us be
clear about it.  A mixture of these arguments has
already led to the abolition of the right to silence by
the last government and the intended abolition of the
right to choose a jury trial by this one.
Interestingly, no one is now trumpeting how the
abolition of the right to silence resulted in any
increase in conviction of the guilty, said to have been
sheltering behind and abusing this right.

Nevertheless, this same argument underlies the current
debate and runs contrary to another fundamental
principle of our system - the presumption of innocence.
Not only has it been the bedrock for hundreds of years,
it is also to be found in many international
conventions on human rights, including the European
Convention, now part of domestic law.

The origins and maintenance of this principle are
closely linked to the need to protect the individual
against the collective force and resources of the
state.  Such a need is as pertinent now as it ever was.

The facility to be tried twice cannot be accomplished
without substantial inroads into the presumption of
innocence.  There is no way to prevent a second jury
from realising that the case it is dealing with is one
in which there has previously been an acquittal
followed by a higher court's decision that there is
compelling fresh evidence of guilt.  This will arise in
many ways.

There may be a need to explain the time-lapse between
charge and re-trial, or witnesses may be asked about
their previous testimony either in the first trial, or
in the Court of Appeal.  A ban on reporting a Court of
Appeal hearing circumvents none of this.

Presently, it is common practice in re-trials to give
the jury the full picture, because it is unrealistic to
pretend that there has been no earlier proceeding.  But
in such cases, the right of appeal for the convicted
person arises precisely from the presumption of
innocence and the need to ensure that any conviction is
safe.  That is the sole question for the Court of
Appeal.  It is not declaring innocence any more than it
is declaring guilt.

Most importantly, under the new proposals there is a
strong inference, or compelling evidence, of
complicity.  For the first time it produces a distinct
imbalance.

Although the task of the Law Commission was a direct
result of the Macpherson Inquiry, this particular
recommendation was not put forward on behalf of the
Lawrence family.  Nevertheless, it is entirely
understandable that the Inquiry panel thought that
reconsideration was desirable.  However, the real
point, behind the Inquiry was not to enable the police
to have repeated bites of the cherry, but to highlight
the need for an early and thorough investigation before
significant evidence [including suspects] evaporated.
Even without a second chance, criminal investigations
have been shown repeatedly to be flawed.  What is
really imperative, therefore, is providing greater
safeguards, not fewer.

If the need for all of this is to pursue those thought
to be guilty on the basis of further compelling
evidence, can there ever be a sensible and justifiable
cut off point - what the law terms 'finality'?  Logic
presumes not.

Therefore, not only could a first acquittal be reopened
- so could a conviction followed by an acquittal on
re-trial, or a conviction followed by an outright
quashing without a re-trial.  Given the alleged
developments in forensic science, and the potential of
the re-emergence of conversational confessions, in
cells or otherwise, the end is nowhere in sight.

All those victims of wrongful conviction over the past
25 years, whether because of unreliable science or
unreliable confessions, will find this whole prospect
quite horrifying.

--------------------------------------------------------





Science:
--------------------------------------------------------

2nd March 2001

_Liberal attitudes to underage sex are best_

Providing sex education and free contraceptives and
fostering liberal attitudes toward sex are among the
best ways to reduce soaring teenage pregnancy rates, a
Dutch researcher said Friday.

"Teenage pregnancy seems virtually eliminated as a
health and social problem in the Netherlands," said Dr.
Simone Buitendijk, of the Dutch Institute for Applied
Scientific Research in Leiden.

The Netherlands has fewer pregnant teenagers than most
Western countries.  Less than 1percent of 15- to 17-
year-olds in the Netherlands get pregnant each year,
compared with nearly 5percent in Britain, which has the
highest rate in Western Europe, and 9.9percent in the
United States.

The Dutch have seen a steady drop in the number of
young mothers for decades, even as the teen pregnancy
rate has been increasing in other countries.  "It's due
to a whole mix of things.  It is very hard to pinpoint
what the major factor is.  The liberal attitude is
probably one very important determinant," Dr.
Buitendijk said in a telephone interview.

While other countries have been promoting virginity, the
Dutch have accepted that teens are sexually active and
have introduced measures to deal with it.

"In Holland teens know about sexuality and about
procreation, how it works and what you should do not to
become pregnant.  Their peers know and it is a very
socially acceptable thing to prevent pregnancy," Dr.
Buitendijk said.

Oral contraceptives are available at pharmacies and
free through the National Sick Fund, a state-funded
system that ensures that low-income people have medical
care.  Statistics show that Dutch teenagers are using
them.  In 1995, 70percent of sexually active 18-year-olds
were using birth control pills, along with 40percent of
students 3 or 4 years younger.  Eighty-five percent of
teens used a condom, the pill or both during their
first sexual experience.

Dr. Buitendijk, who will present the Dutch data at a
meeting on child health in London, attributed use of
contraceptives by Dutch teenagers to "their sufficient
knowledge of reproduction and contraception, the large
amount of information available to them both in school
and informally, and the general permissive attitude the
Dutch hold toward teen sexuality."

--------------------------------------------------------






Book review:
--------------------------------------------------------

December 2000

_Dirty old man_

_The Annotated Alice: the definitive edition_.
Lewis Carroll, with an introduction by Martin
Gardner.  Allen Lane, The Penguin Press, 334pp,
UKP 20.  ISBN 0517189208

[...] I can only hope that it is Gardner's recondite
notions of *amour propre* that lead him into an
analytic cul-de-sac of such tedious brevity that it
almost entirely compromised my interest in and
enjoyment of this work.  For Gardner staunchly
maintains that Carroll's obsession with pre-pubescent
girls, his photographing and sketching of them in the
nude, his delight in kissing them, his revulsion from
boys at a similar age, his apparent revulsion from
adult sexuality of all forms - that none of this
represents anything but "complete sexual innocence" on
Carroll's part.  Gardner is a man uncomfortable with
the psychoanalytic; of such interpretations of the
*Alice* books (which he disbars from his own
annotations and sequestrates in the bibliography), he
says: "We do not have to be told what it means to
tumble down a rabbit hole or curl up inside a tiny
house with one foot up the chimney.  The rub is that
any work of nonsense abounds with so many inviting
symbols that you can start with any assumption you
please about the author and easily build up an
impressive case about it."

The problem is that Gardner's own analysis of Carroll
proceeds via a false syllogism (a misapplication of
logic that doubtless his subject - a pedantic and
second-rate Oxford mathematics don - would have
approved in his own defence, if not in his tutorials).
For Gardner: a) all paedophiles manifestly wish to have
rapacious sex with their objects of desire; b) there is
no evidence that Carroll wished to have sex with Alice
Liddell or his numerous other "child loves"; therefore,
c) Carroll was not a paedophile.

Actually, this isn't even a false syllogism - it's just
entirely false.  Many paedophiles successfully hide the
sexual nature of their interest in children behind
other forms of engagement; but anyway, Carroll didn't -
he photographed them naked.  Gardner's uneasiness with
the psychoanalytic, his inability even to engage with
it, is part of his conflation of ignorance with
innocence: we cannot see the erect penis in the "devout
Anglican" Charles Dodgson's trousers as he photographs
naked little girls, therefore it doesn't exist!

Gardner even goes so far as to suggest that, just
because there is no reference to Carroll in *Lolita*,
Nabokov would have supported Gardner's own avowal of
his "innocence".  And yet, he belies this by quoting
from an interview with Nabokov (himself a translator of
the *Alice* books), where he spoke of Carroll's
"pathetic affinity" with Humbert Humbert, adding that
"some odd scruple prevented me from alluding in
*Lolita* to his wretched perversion and to those
ambiguous photographs he took in dim rooms".  I'm with
Vladimir on this: Carroll was indisputably a paedophile
- just not an active one.

All of this is important.  We don't want to make "any
assumption" we please about Carroll's psyche; we wish
to acknowledge one vital fact about his sexuality, and,
without that, any annotation of the *Alice* books
becomes an exercise in wilful distortion.  Gardner
notes that Carroll practised the White Queen's advice
to Alice in *Through the Looking Glass* to "consider
anything, only don't cry".

In Carroll's introduction to his little work *Pillow
Problems* (pretty suggestive in itself), he speaks of
working at mathematical problems during sleepless
nights to prevent his dwelling on "unholy thoughts,
which torture, with their hateful presence, the fancy
that would fain be pure.  Against all these some real
mental work is a most helpful ally."  And the mental
work he most conspicuously indulged in to keep these
"unholy thoughts" at bay was the children's books
themselves, with their panoply of conundrums, devices,
parodies and burlesques.

So, Gardner's annotations, with their obsessive
dwelling upon the minutiae of factoids about the texts,
rather than their symbolism, are themselves a gloss
upon a displacement activity.  What, in my view, makes
the *Alice* books so enduringly central to the English
literary canon is precisely their quality of heightened
repression: the struggle by a tormented paedophile to
keep the manifest object of his desire straitjacketed
in a fallacious - yet socially condoned - dreamlike
realm of sexual ignorance.  It is this that made
everything in the Alice books - from the distortions in
scale, to the surreal elisions, to the banjaxed
language - such a rich source of inference for those
avatars of modernism, Joyce, Eliot and Nabokov.

Gardner makes a strong case for the White Knight in
*Through the Looking Glass* as a self-portrait of
Carroll as a sad, wistful, chaste old man (he was 40
when he wrote it), saying goodbye to his love who is
doomed to hormones.  Personally, I wish Gardner had
taken seriously the notion of Carroll as a dirty old
man - then we'd have a truly adumbrated *Alice*, rather
than an annotated one.

--------------------------------------------------------




  [ Undo: Last week's cutting "Canada: _Judge questions
    sex-offender 'two-strikes' law_" actually appears to
    have been from the USA. ]
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'Aladdin Truelove' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------

On 11th Mar (1), 'Lloyd' wrote:
> After talking about my interest in first love the other
> week, I saw the new version of Great Expectations.
> (The one with Gwyneth Paltrow and Matt Damon) There is
> a lovely little girl in it, playing GP when younger,
> who has the 'sexual domination act' down pat.  The scene
> when she and the boy are drinking from the fountain and
> she touches tongues with him, drawing him into a
> passionate kiss, is just fantastic.

Really?  I saw the movie in a US theater [cinema], and
I guess they cut out the "passionate kiss" part of that
scene. Her name is Raquel Beaudene.  I must say I agree
with you, the first part of that movie was just beautiful.
But I rather lost interest in it after that.

'Aladdin Truelove'
--------------------------------------------------------





'Yuri' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------

'Lloyd' wrote:
>On an "attraction to cartoon
>characters" note, I always used to have a real crush on
>Penny in Inspector Gadgett.  (Check out the live-action
>version - she's played by the most gorgeous girl.)

Me too...  Isn't that weird?  And the girl in the
live-action version is Michelle Trachtenberg
(http://us.imdb.com/Name?Trachtenberg,+Michelle) who is
now 14 (she'll be 15 on October 11th) and now plays Dawn
Summers in _Buffy the Vampire Slayer_.

>I wrote:
>From the press-clippings:
>>Song lyrics:
>>Song lyrics by Elton John/Bernie Taupin:
>>                        "Too Young"
>
>I don't suppose Ianthe can let us know from which album
>that song is taken?
>
>  [ I suspect it's best you use your query as a spur to learning
>    how to use the Google search-engine ;-) ]

The what?

   [ The biggest, best, most-accurate web search-engine.
     http://www.google.com  Type in:

      elton taupin too young lyrics

     Which will ID which album the lyrics were off, in
     about three seconds. ]

>'Lloyd' wrote:
>I'm with you on this one - I do feel attraction to
>women of the "right" age.  Of course, in my case this
>is still towards the young end on the grand scale of
>things.  Plus I've had the occasional attraction to
>older women.  I find, though, that I am attracted to
>more young girls more often than I am to girls of my
>own age.  I can't pin down _why_.  necessarily, but
>that's the way it is.

I know the feeling.

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>You ask where my hypothetical "blueprint" comes from.
>Obviously, some of my conviction comes from my
>theocentric approach to the whole question of life and
>humanity - but there's no need for me to explore that
>aspect here.  For example, I can see that the
>biological science of anatomy has pretty much agreed on
>an accepted blueprint - or "ideal", if you prefer - for
>the physical human body.  Within this basic human
>anatomical ideal there is room for a lot of diversity,
>as any anthropologist will happily confirm for you -
>yet a baby born with 6 fingers on one hand falls
>decidedly outside this blueprint.  A person with 6
>fingers (or any other "divergence" from the benchmark
>for a basic, common-or-garden human being) is in no way
>second-rate to any other person who does conform to
>the normative benchmark - and they can obviously make a
>valuable contribution to society - yet the fact remains
>that a 6-finger hand is simply not part of what that
>human being was "designed" to be.  Something went wrong
>in their genes, the DNA or what-have-you, for that
>finger to appear where very few people have a finger.
>It cannot be said (by a rational person) that the
>11-fingered man is just a rare, yet valid physical
>expression of the human animal.  That 11th finger is
>clearly an aberration - and we know it to be so,
>because there exists the aforesaid "blueprint" with
>which to compare that man.

So far, I can agree with you... but consider the
variety we see in the human species with regards to
height, weight, skin colour, eye colour, hair colour,
etc.  Which observations lead you to the conclusion
that variations in sexual orientation (hetero, homo,
intragenerational, intergenerational) fall outside the
"blueprint" as aberrations like an 11th finger rather
than inside as part of the variety inherent in the
blueprint, like skin, eye or hair colour?

>Whether we should, as a society, "encourage" those who
>fall outside the "blueprint" to "become normal" or not
>(assimilation) is a different question - and would be
>interesting to kick around here, if anyone's
>interested?

Interesting question, but first lets fully explore the
underlying assumptions.

>Shalom all,

Personal question here, and feel free not to answer,
but are you Jewish?

'Yuri'
-----------------------------------------------------------





'St. Nicholas de Myra' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

Hello all, and Happy New Year!  :)

Sometime ago, I had told my mum about my "orientation".
She did not believe it.  As a matter of fact, she said
that she thought that I was under stress, (I was aged 18
and taking my A-level examinations then).  This was when
she was away from the country in which I now reside.
I couldn't bear the shame of hiding it from her, so I
called her.

I do not know if to this day she believes me, but I
think that she would be sympathetic towards me if I
told her again...

I read about what happened to the Saatchi gallery.
Extremely horrible.  It just shows the extent o which
people will go to expurgate good art!

Well, that is it for now,... goodbye...

'St. Nicholas de Myra'
-------------------------------------------------------------







'Dalderious' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>BTW, talking about "touching a child while they
>sleep": Don't know how many of you will have the
>courage to respond, but I'll ask anyway.  How many of
>us have - for whatever reason - availed ourselves of
>this sort of opportunity for intimacy?  Perhaps
>danger or unavailability of a willing and awake LG
>make us keep our hands to ourselves... but at night
>while they sleep?  Am I alone in this moral struggle,
>too?

Well, I had a baby boy, fall asleep in my arms once, as
I was sitting in the shade on a beautiful day.  I was
reading a book.  The scene was perfect.  I felt great
for days!  Didn't care to touch though.  When girls
sleep I don't feel that either.  They lose their smile
when they sleep.  Though if an lg fell asleep with her
head in my lap, _that_ would be heaven.  Seeing them
sleep however, just makes me jealous to be in all that
comfort they look like they're having.

> The Greek language has always been very useful for
> pulling apart complex concepts, such as that
> embodied
> in our word "love" - because they tend to use
> several
> different words where we are happy to keep using one
> ambiguous term generically.
<snip>

Interesting points.  I have my own opinions on this
matter, but thank you for mentioning what you did.

>YESSSSS!!!  Well put, "Dalderious" and I am glad that
>someone else said it!  Though I stand by my statement
>that true love is a _choice_ that, when made, leads
>inevitably to the feelings as a direct consequence,
>but is not a feeling in and of itself.  That's what I
>was trying to analyze in the "three loves" model I
>was
>exploring above.  Above all, real love -between
>WHATEVER two people- MUST be unselfish, or we are
>fooling ourselves.

Well, I believe the first rule of philosophy is that
anything anyone _ever_ does is for selfish reasons.  If
we believe that we are doing it for unselfish reasons,
it is usually a "Good Thing".  But don't fool yourself
to believe that a human can be completely unselfish.
It is not possible.  Humans do things because they
believe that it should be done.  Should you do
something unselfish, you are doing it *because* you
believe that doing this unselfish thing is correct.
You'll even feel good about it, in some way or another!

I will admit, however, that my love for lgs is selfish.
I want their love.  I want the warmth, the love, and
the respect that I show them, magnified a hundred-fold
in the way that only an lg can.  Sure, I'd do anything
for them, seemingly unselfish.  In the end, it's all
for their love.  Sound sweet?  Maybe.  But if reviewed
by a scientist, it could easily be classified as
"self-interest in Love's clothing".

> And he who fools himself is the greatest fool of
> all!

I disagree.  Anyone who could fool himself would be a
great magician.  For example, if someone could stick
their foot in their mouth (physically, unlike my usual
feet) you'd probably laugh at the idiocy.  But then
you'd be amazed (or at least I would be) at the
physical contortion, so painlessly enacted by the
individual.

If a person fooled himself, he would be the subject of
mockery, yet you would also be amazed, that someone
knew he was being fooled, and he knew the actors
intentions and thoughts which were to fool him, and yet
he was still fooled!  Would this not be the greatest
triumph of trickery?  I would hail the man who could
take that stunt to fruition.

I believe the greatest fool is the proverbial "fool who
follows".  Or at least next to me for even bothering
nitpicking this point.  :-)

--

>>Sorry, I disagree. I do not think this was a Puritan
>>feeling. I think that Paedophobia has gotten to such
>>a point in some people's minds, that to even have a
>>sexual feeling for a child is "wrong".

>True - like I said, whether we like to admit it or
>not
>we are herd animals, and among herd animals, "the
>herd
>rools" - because in this philosophy there is the
>relative safety of numbers, even at the high cost to
>person-hood and the death of individuality.

Yes, but some in 'the herd' take it ad-infinitum.  That
was my point.  Not that the commentator was 'of the
herd'.  He was a follower and believer in the herd, to
such an end, that he even believed that the actor is at
fault, just for having such a desire!

--

I chanced upon "Parents" magazine (US version, March
2001).  There was a section entitled "behaviour Q&A".
The first question reads, "A friend of mine says it's
inappropriate for my husband to give our 4-year-old
daughter a bath.  This strikes me as silly; is there
some new research I haven't heard of?".  The response
was basically that the father should be involved,
because the daughter is more at ease in the bath and
therefore more likely to talk to him.  Neither the
question nor the answer seemed to mention paedophilia,
though the "friend" seems to be part of that "herd".
The magazine also had questions about a two year old
girl "rubbing her genitals" to often and other
interesting topics.  I'm actually happy I saw it.

--

'Lloyd' wrote:
>>'Dalderious' wrote:
>>Just one point here.  Lust does not mean insertion.
>>It means having a sexual response, which is usually
>>in the form of giving pleasure to a particular part.
>
>Fair enough.  I'll agree with that.  I just meant
>that it was a solely physical thing.

Someone who actually agrees with me?!  And is willing
to admit it?!  Now that is astonishing!  :-)

--

> I was delighted when, as she was introduced to us,
> she gave us each a little kiss.  I mean, we're not
> talking tongues down the throat, but she did lean
> forward into my arms and give me a kiss on the
> cheek.  It was really nice - and completely
> unprompted by the girl (another cousin) who was
> looking after her.  Her younger sister was a little
> cutie, too.  Nearly four.  It's funny, but the girls
> here seem to get pretty a lot younger. Generally
> before I've found that girls in England don't really
> start to really look like girls until about five.
> But
> here they look great as soon as they're out of
> nappies.

Sit back and I shall relate to you what happened in my
early days.  The prehistory of 'Dalderious' at about the
age of fourteen.  Those were dark times.  Desires were
rampant and uncontrolled and concentrated on women in
their twenties and thirties.

'Twas some weekend afternoon and two boys and one girl
were playing.  The boys were being rough and the
three(?) year old girl was getting rolled over and
hurt in the process.

My mercy was awakened, and my standard affinity towards
those younger than myself played its part.  I took her
on my knee, sat at the table, and fed her.  After some
time her elder sister came by to pick her up from this
house we were all at.  The girl, in going to her
sister, said "I love you" and kissed me on the cheek.
I must have blushed so much, the room needed no other
light.

I believe that was the first time a non-family member
said such words to me.  So lovely.

I once 'looked' at a girl of age two, though for me
four seems to be when it really starts.

>>Those on this list who have friends in whom they can
>>confide their D&Ms ("Deep and Meaningfuls") are very
>>lucky, and would be wise to take advantage of the
>>opportunity to "talk through" their experiences and
>>feelings.

>Or just drink too much and blurt it all out to
>near-strangers. ;)

Well I sort-of spoke to a friend about it last night.
He seemed somewhat nervous about the subject, but we
did talk. We have been friends for over twenty years.
If he brings it up again I may continue.

'Dalderious'
---------------------------------------------------------





'Talitha Cumi' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

'Lloyd' wrote:
>I can neither confirm nor deny that I am currently
>in South or Central America.

Claro, claro, yo le entiendo, perfectemente!

   [ "Ariba! Ariba!" ;-)  And say hello to the
     Subcommandante for me, too, while you're there... ]

>Yeah, I imagined it would lose something when I could
>actually understand what they were saying. Hey, we'll
>have to meet up for tea and crumpets some time. ;)

Sounds 'frightfully British, Old Bean'!  Wouldn't you
rather arepas or empanadas or something local?  (Don't
worry about the reference Ianthe - these are available
ubiquitously across the continent!)

>(On Holden Cauldfield)
>>No, I was thinking more of his comment that "In my
>>mind I am probably the biggest sex maniac you've ever
>>met". And so say all of us...;

>Fair enough. I think I'd admit to that, as well.

Careful - you might incriminate yourself!

>(On Phoebe Cauldfield)

>Yeah, I'd agree that there isn't anything necessarily
>sexual about his feelings for her, but I think that
>there is something more than "normal" sibling love.
>The comments on the way she sleeps, the way she dances
>with him, the way she holds his hand. I just get that
>slightly "obsessed" feeling from it.

Could be - though again, I think Holden's obsession is
more of an idealisation - in his eyes she is everything
he isn't, in terms of purity and innocence.  For him
she represents the childhood that he lost prematurely.

Think of his fantasy/daydream of being the protective
"Catcher In The Rye", protecting innocent children from
danger while playing.  Still, you may be right - I
have never read a copy of CITR with study notes, and I
never was good at literary analysis in English class!

>It's this "obsession" that characterises girl love for
>me. It's all the little things that are magnified. I
>once spent a blissful two or three minutes watching a
>little girl's jaw muscles move as she ate a chocolate
>bar. Tiny things that normally you wouldn't notice,
>but that because of the situation draw your full
>attention. I identify a lot with HC.

Sure, I guess I can identify with that kind of focussed
attention thing - though in a sense you are bringing
back memories for me, of the days when my girl-loving
was 100 percent fantasy (no real live gls in my life).
Since deciding to mould my life around LGs, I have so
many 'real live cuties' to love that my relationships
with them have become much more fulfilling.  Your
comments help me to realise that I no longer narrow-
focus on tiny aspects (like the jaw-muscles thing you
mention above), but find myself invariably taking in
the whole child as a person (no criticism of your own
enjoyment intended though).  Interesting - I hadn't
noticed that shift in my focus till now.

>On an "attraction to cartoon characters" note, I
>always used to have a real crush on Penny in Inspector
>Gadgett.

That rings a bell!

>Yup, sounds familiar. I was just at a normal
>co-educational school, but the "need" to assert
>masculinity/heterosexuality (because, after all, they
>_are_ the same thing. ;) ;))...

My, aren't we cynical today!

> ...was still very much prevalent. I can't say it's
>anything I've ever really felt. I always defended
>my heterosexuality (i.e., denied being gay - because
>I wasn't), but didn't really assert it.

No... I think in the high-school situation I mentioned,
it was more as if we were all acting out roles in a
play - we were all as sexually balanced (and horny!)
as any group of western adolescent males - but as I
look back we were excessively enslaved to an invisible
code of conduct - which included being vociferously
anti-gay.  I have never felt the need to "assert" my
heterosexuality that I can recall - though on the few
occasions when someone comes too close to my GL
propensities, I can summon up some formidable smoke-
screens on very short notice - as good as any skunk!

>Oh, what the heck, I _will_ go into it again.

>One day the conversation got round to "having a
>stiffy". I found that he had also discovered
>masturbation (despite being younger than me.) On
>several occasions after that we would masturbate with
>each other - that is, in each other's presence.

Did you find that sharing this experience "bonded" you
emotionally in any way with the other boy? I was
always too shy to engage in masturbation in the company
of my friends - though I would have liked to have had
the guts to suggest it.  But I ask, because on one or
two occasions I had the opportunity to masturbate in
the same room as a friend who was asleep, watching
their face - and I always felt a greater closeness and
even sexual attraction to that boy as a result.  Does
that ring any bells with you?

>We never actually touched each other, or even watched
>each other.

How did that work then? Masturbate in each other's
presence, but without watching...?  Help me out here!

>Given the roots of this activity, and my
>previous beliefs on erections, the link between
>masturbation and urination was inevitable. This came
>on top of the awkward teenage worries about size, and a
>desire to compare. As a result I would attempt to
>sneak glances of other boys as they peed. I continued
>to do this for two or three years. But it was almost
>always younger boys.

That's roughly parallel to my own experience.  My first
turn-on was when I moved up into grade 9, and a kid
that I'd barely noticed back in my old primary school
suddenly appeared in grade 7 at my high school - and I
felt lust!  There were other boys in that period that I
felt attracted to, but what I did with 'D' in my
fantasies at night time was pretty wild. I also
sought out opportunities to see him in the toilets, to
crack sexual jokes and innuendoes in his presence -
just as I probably would have done with a girl... if
there'd just been one or two on my young horizon!
Ah... the "what if's" and "if only's" of life.

--

<SNIPPED - by TC>  Thanks for the story - I read it with
interest, but snipped it out as I have no specific
comments.

>I can't explain what it is about young girls that
>attracts me more than women my age, but it does.

Mmmm - I'm still working on that one - but I do want to
get to the bottom of this "mother" thing - seeing
nearly all sexually mature women as mother-persons,
with whom sexual attraction (much less activity) is
both nauseating and taboo.  I think that if I could
get past that particular hang-up, I could begin an
"orthodox" relationship with someone closer to my own
age.  Maybe one day I'll get a breakthrough - if I
haven't got too old to care by then.

>What I meant here was that we as human beings - not
>just we girl lovers - can't put our feelings into
>words. At least, not sufficiently well. We can't
>know how another person feels - we can have a pretty
>good idea, but we can't _know_.

Sure - and yet, paradoxically, in a true, loving,
sexual union, we probably come as close to _KNOWING_
our partner as is possible, this side of death!  And
that happens, usually, at a level much deeper than
mere words can ever hope to express.

>So to answer the question you asked above, I may be.
>I assume that everyone has feelings like this for
>some people. But maybe they don't.

Again, I would assert that an inherent part of the
"normal" universal human experience is to have these
feelings (or something closely analogous) toward
SOMEONE - in that aspect all but the greatest
psychopaths have something in common with each
other.

>Or the feelings aren't the same. I don't know -
>and here I am, back to rambling again.

As the Old Book says: "I am fearfully and wonderfully
made" - and if we ever got to the bottom of
understanding ourselves - we'd only discover yet
another unexplored horizon opening before us.

>Jealousy. Ey, there's a feeling I'm familiar with.

And doesn't a bloke feel like an old fart sometimes?!

>I'd agree with
>you on the "pimply teenage rat bag" scenario. And I
>would assert that the girl would be better off to
>have her first experience with someone who actually
>cares.

Ideally, yes, I agree.  If I could somehow ensure that
society would not create an "abused victim" mentality
in the LG in question, I might venture to initiate the
occasional innocent sweetie - but taking all things
into account (not to mention my distaste for the inside
of prisons - ESPECIALLY Latin-American prisons!), I
have made a decision to keep my hands out of under-age
knickers.

>I find it extremely bizarre that it is seen as (sort
>of) alright for a young girl to have sex with someone
>more or less her own age, yet wrong with someone who's
>older. I mean, physically there's going to be very
>little difference.

One of the many sad paradoxes of life, my son!

>>Those on this list who have friends in whom they can
>>confide their D&Ms ("Deep and Meaningfuls") are very
>>lucky, and would be wise to take advantage of the
>>opportunity to "talk through" their experiences and
>>feelings.

>Or just drink too much and blurt it all out to
>near-strangers. ;)

Try not to do that too often! It is said that he who
can control their tongue can, like a pilot at the
rudder of a large ship, control his entire body!

>>regarding this "mother fixation" thing. . .
>>Am I totally alone with this twist?

>Well, if Freud's to be believed, _all_ men have it.

True enough - the Oedipus thing.  Yet most men seem to
put that behind them as they mature - or at least make
it submissive to "normal" sexuality with their spouses.
Besides - far from ever being "in love" with my mum,
she has always been (psychologically) a stumbling block
for me, precisely because I DON'T have any such romantic
or sexual feelings for her.

>I can't say as I've ever really felt that way.
>Although my "ideal woman" would incorporate many of
>my mother's character traits.

Ah yes, I'm with you there. The only clue I have
is a thread we pursued here for a while - that many
of us GLs had parents who didn't display any physical
affection between themselves, and precious little
with us, their kids. This was certainly so in my
case, but I don't know what effects this has had on
my own psycho-sexual development.

--

'Yuri' wrote:
>TC, you bring up another good point: the ethical
>dilemma of having one's own child in one's class,
>which is undoubtedly similar, the only differences
>being the lack of social opprobrium, and the fact
>that both the professional and personal relationships
>have a power imbalance favouring the same person: the
>parent. Also, speaking as someone who had a relative
>as a teacher in junior high, the kid can also act up
>more in that class than in others, to disassociate
>himself from the relative in front of his peers.

Absolutely - but you will usually see some extreme
or other - favouritism, over-strictness or the acting-
up/permissiveness scenario you mention here. Unless
there is ALREADY a pre-existent, quality relationship
between the adult and the minor, and a good role-
playing ability on both parts, problems are almost
unavoidable - and, to return to the original thread,
I would expect these observations to be multiplied
when the sexual component is introduced in the
classroom.

>I'm curious, from where does your conviction that
there is but one single normative blueprint for a human
being come?

Mmm - You will find that I already responded to this
question when I answered 'Sanctuary' in the same post in
which you are writing here. If you want to explore the
subject further, I'd be happy to try.

--

'Dalderious' wrote:

>'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>>So I am faced with the question, "Is it possible to
>>restore that which is "twisted" into something which
>>approximates the original blueprint, or is it now a
>>matter of making the best I can with the material I
>>have?

>Wow, this is a question that both has to do with the
>list, and also does not. I won't answer because my
>answer would be very much off-topic. Though I have a
>lot to say on this topic.

I can imagine - it's a pity there's no way of making
contact 'off the list'.

But yes, you will understand why this is a "hot"
subject for me (and, I suspect, you), given our
sexual attraction, yet weighed in the balance with
what we believe to be unadulterated TRUTH. Oh well -
one day we will know all - and till then we see "as
in a glass, darkly".

>>Many thanks for the acceptance and the vote of
>>confidence, Lloyd. As with any deep philosophical,
>>religious or moral writings, a skilful word-monger
>>can twist selected portions of the Bible so that it
>>appears to say what it in fact does not. An old
>>saying goes, "The devil can quote the Bible for his
>>own ends", and this is sadly true, and occurs
>>regularly!

>Nice response. Short, sweet, and polite.

Thanks.  I learnt long ago that one traps more flies
with honey than with vinegar! Part of my "crusade",
if you like, is to restore our image as thinking,
un-bigoted people with a valid philosophy and life-
style. Many of our people make it hard though!

>Well, I agree with your observation, but I disagree
>as well Everything actually *is* 'black and white'. It
>is just that *with* maturity people realize complexities,
>and *shy away* from them, and only then call them
>'shades of gray'. The immature either don't understand
>the complexities, ignore them, or are too lazy or
>scared to hold true to their conclusions. Most
>people won't agree with me, and I feel they're just as
>I said, while they'll feel that I don't understand.
>So, let's leave it at that.

Deep philosophy - and therefore probably off-topic for
the list, but I might just add the comment that the
mature person can see (and argue) from his opponents
viewpoint as well as protagonising his own - and that's
where the complexity and apparent shades of grey come
in. Thanks for your comments.

Shalom All,

'Talitha Cumi'
---------------------------------------------------------






'Rawdog' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

I wrote:
>>This is where we disagree.  You cannot lump teachers in
>>with doctors and lawyers, in terms of power wielded.

'Yuri' replied:
>Why not?  In some respects, a teacher wields even more
>power than a doctor or a lawyer, in terms of impact on
>someone's life, present and future.

Doctors and lawyers work one-on-one with people on
issues that are vitally important: one's physical
health and one's legal status.  A teacher stands in a
room and shares knowledge of subject-matter among 20 or
30 people at a time.  Whereas doctors and lawyers deal
with intimately personal issues, teachers generally
disseminate general information to large groups all at
once.  Although intimate interaction is possible, it is
not inherent in the teacher student relationship as it
is in the doc/lawer relationship.  That's why I don' t
lump them together.

'Yuri' said:
>>However, having said that, for a teacher to date one of
>>his own students will reduce his effectiveness as a
>>teacher in that classroom.

>That is an assumption that is not necessarily true
>unless that teacher is blatantly unfair or obviously
>biased.

>>Unfortunately, this is not an assumption, but fact.
>>You are dealing with 30 students, the majority of which
>>are quite immature.  Class control will be impossible,
>>and no effective teaching can take place.

This is not unavoidable and is actually highly unlikely
to happen as long as the teacher remains fair to all in
the classroom.  Besides that,  15 to 18 is not as
immature as you'd have us think.  There is a world of
difference between a 13 yr. old and a 15 yr.  old,
especially in girls, who mature rapidly at that
juncture in life.

Teaching would only become "ineffective" if problems
one were having with the "special one"  began to effect
one emotionally, and one could not concentrate on one's
duties.  At that point things would begin to break
down.

>You would get teasing in elementary school or in jr.
>high school.  By the time they are in high school that
>is not an issue.

>>Where did you go to high school?  Teasing in high
>>school is way worse than in elementary school, though
>>maybe not quite as bad as junior high.

Teasing is not an issue when the girl is in high school
and the issue is a relationship she may have with a teacher.
I stand by this statement.  There could well be "talk"
and murmuring by others and that would be unpleasant,
but it comes with the territory.  You expect some of
this if you enter into the situation.

>>It is also unfair to the teacher as it
>>puts him in a position where he is
>>vulnerable to manipulation by any of
>>the students in his class.

>This is possible but not likely to occur with the older
>group.

>>Again, where did you go to high school?  I apologize if
>>I sound sarcastic but high school students are _very_
>>manipulative, much more so than elementary school
>>students.

I could not _disagree_ more.  As long as the teacher
does not flaunt his relationship with the girl by 'playing
favourites', manipulation of him by kids would not be an
issue.

>Right.  I was being sarcastic.  In the next world we
>will get justice.  In this world we have the law.

>>Now you are being cynical.  If you don't believe in
>>justice in this world, then you will never get justice
>>in this world.  Personally, I choose justice.

Yes, I _said_ I was being sarcastic.  Cynicism comes
with the territory if you have been around long enough
and experienced enough.  If you believe that justice is
always, or even usually done in this world by our
social and legal systems, then you must also believe in
the tooth fairy.  Give me a break.  A guy just got
released from prison (national news) who'd been there
for 20 years for a murder he didn't commit based on new
DNA evidence.  I wonder if he "chose" injustice or if
it was thrust on him?  The "law" is a huge, impersonal
machine that grinds people up that it sees as having
overstepped the bounds society has arbitrarily set up.
It also prone to failure, as all imperfect human
systems.  It sometimes grinds up innocent people.  How
many innocent people have been convicted in the US?
How many have been executed for crimes they never
committed?  How many have been excessively punished for
"crimes" of almost no consequence, especially involving
those involving loving relationships between adults
and lgs?

What you "believe" and what you "choose" are
irrelevant.  You may choose to dispense justice if you
are in a position to do so, but if you are on the
receiving  end, maybe you will get justice, maybe not.
It depends on what you do, where you do it, the judge
you get, the lawyer you hire, and a number of
intangibles that can't be known.  In any case "justice"
is not uniform and therefore, inherently unjust.  Two
people can get two very different sentences for the
same "crime."

>kids share grades like they share air.  And while you
>are correct that the other student would not have the
>right to draw such conclusions, that doesn't seem to
>stop most adults, let alone most teenagers.

If the girl doesn't want to get teased, she does not
have to share her grade.  Simple.  You act as if the
girl had no choice in anything, but was at the whims of
the other students in terms of just about everything
from flaunting her relationship with the teacher to
putting up with abuse, to having to be ridiculed about
a grade.  In any case, if the grade given can be
justified, that is all that matters.  She gets what she
earned, period.  If others don't like it, too bad.  In
any case there is no rule that says she must share her
grade.  As far as that goes she is under no moral
obligation to disclose her true grade to anyone.

>class.  A teacher does not flaunt his relationship with
>a girl in the classroom.  In the classroom he is the
>teacher and she is the student.  Period.  Believe it or
>not, it  _can_  work that way.

>>Agreed, however two people in love, IMHO, would have a
>>hard time switching back and forth between "official"
>>and "non-official" roles as they go through the
>>classroom door.

Not really.  The teacher has a lot to accomplish in a
40 or 50 minute period.  Do you imagine he has nothing
better to do than gawk at and fawn over his lover?
Mostly he teaches, which usually means standing up
there delivering instruction.  You don't get very
personal with one individual when you are busy with
that.  If there is time for individual help later, then
there are others asking for that help besides his
friend and there is usually very little time for
personal interaction with any given individual.  It is
simply a not an issue.

>>Actually, dating a student is grounds for termination
>>in and of itself in most North American jurisdictions,
>>so no false reason for termination would be necessary.

My statement:
>In any case there were no laws about authority figures and
>(of age) students having relationships back 20 or more
>years ago, at least in the states.

...stressed that this was 20 years ago.  At the time,
believe it or not, there were places (in the US) where
it was _not_ against the rules, per se, to date a
majority age student.  In fact, there were
jurisdictions in which test cases had been floated in
courts which specifically indicated that, at least
under the rules of the day, teachers could not be
terminated for interaction of a social nature with
students.

This does not mean that that this type of thing was
ever viewed by school administrations as acceptable
behavior, however.  It was not, and therefore other
alternatives had to be  developed to deal with the
issue: ie, reasons other than the relationship itself
to terminate the teacher.  These would be your other
methods for 'skinning the cat'.

Again, I stress that I don't think it advisable for
teachers to go seeking out relationships with girls in
their classes, and I feel strongly that in the case of
the under 14 or 15 yr. old group that it be avoided at
all costs.  Nonetheless, should such a situation
develop and should the option to transfer not be
available to either party, it can work.  The greatest
impediments to the success of the relationship,
however, will arise from  intergenerational issues,
parental issues, and professional issues stemming from
the lack of societal support for teacher-student
liaisons, as opposed to authority issues.

I think that whether such relationships are "ethical"
or not is a matter of opinion.  If you find it
unethical, do not indulge, but don't condemn out of
hand either, for unless you have actually had a rel.
with a student and seen the outcome from a
non-theoretical point of view, you can't speak in
absolutes about what will happen.

'Rawdog'
---------------------------------------------------------






'Girl luvr' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------

Next installment (1 to go)

A YOUNG BOY'S AWAKENING

Part 10

Having described how naive I was, I should also say
that some parents were as well.  I was frequently able
to gain access to young girls with the parent's full
permission, and sometimes in the house when they were
there.  I don't know if I just looked trustworthy, but
take this example.

Time had passed and I had now started work and had
saved enough money for an old car.  I still lived with
my parents and brothers in a block of flats and now we
recently had new neighbours move in with their three
daughters.  At this stage I was about 16 or 17 and I
think that the two older girls were 11 and 12 while the
youngest was about 6.

Some months later and it was the start of summer, and
one Saturday morning I told their mother that I was
going to a local river for a swim and 'would the girls
like to come'.  Mrs. X said 'y' (the youngest) was too
young but the two older ones could go if they wished.
They jumped at the chance so packed our towels and togs
and drove off.  As my car had a bench seat, the two
girls always got into the passenger side which meant
the one in the middle always sat very close which I
have to confess, I found very erotic.  We had a very
pleasant morning but although I had ideas, I was very
cautious and attempted nothing for many weeks.  We
repeated this trip to the river each Saturday for the
next 6 or 7 weekends while all the time I was trying to
engineer a situation.

One Saturday, to see what the reaction would be, I
prearranged my underwear so my 'apparatus' was through
leg of my underwear and consequently hung down the leg
of the short trousers that I was wearing.  When I got
into my car, it only took a little wriggling to make
the leg of my shorts ride up and the head of my penis
to protrude slightly from the leg.  After a few minutes
the younger girl who was sitting next to me noticed it
and started giggling, then turned and whispered to her
sister.  I 'innocently' asked what was wrong and they
said that my 'THINGY' was showing.  I made a production
of pushing it back and apologized then said that I must
have a hole in my underpants.

They seemed to find this very funny and spent the rest
of the 30-minute trip to the river talking and giggling
quietly to each other.  I took this to be a good sign
and I frantically wracked my brains for a suitable way
to get myself or the girls undressed 'by accident'.  I
was 17 and didn't think 'playing Mothers and Fathers'
was quite a suitable approach, and I was also more
cautious of the brazen approach that I had used when I
was younger.

Shortly after we arrived that day, I dived in and
almost lost my swimming trunks, which immediately gave
me an idea.  Hiding under the water, I loosened the
ties and slid them off and while keeping under water I
hid them in the roots of a protruding tree.  My idea
was to pretend that I had lost them, but I would be
able to 'find' them later.  As it turned out, when I
returned to retrieve them, they were not there and must
have washed out by the current.

Once ready, while their backs were turned I and did a
belly flop to attract their attention.  When I came up
I called out that I had lost my swimsuit and would they
help me look for them.  They came over to help and I
rushed around pretending to search with one hand cupped
over my genitals.  Of course my hand did not stay there
all the time so there were plenty of chances for the
girls to see me naked.  In the end we gave up searching
and I sat on the bank with a towel around me while the
girls continued to play in the water.  As I was sitting
on the bank hugging my knees facing the river where the
girls were playing, there was ample opportunity for
them to see under the towel if they wanted to, while I
of course pretended not to be aware of my indiscretion.
I was pleased to see that they kept taking sneak looks
at me and seemed to find it rather amusing, as there
were lots of comments and laughing whenever they looked
in my direction.

Twice I said I wanted to cool down so I would go for
brief dip on the other side of a clump of overhanging
trees, leaving them in the safer area downstream.
After 15 minutes or so I would return to where they
were and resume sitting where they could see me and
more importantly, see my genitals.  I went no further
that day, and when they finished the swimming, we
dressed and returned home.

I had some 'aggro' from my mother over the loss of my
best swimming trunks, but with my spare pair the
following Saturday the girls and I returned to the
river.  When we arrived, the girls started to walk to
the clump of trees that they used to hide behind to get
changed.  I stopped them and suggested that as the
river was very shallow then, they could swim in the
safe spot.  However I had quite enjoyed being nude the
previous week so I would go further upstream behind the
trees and swim there for a while.  They seemed to
hesitate so I said 'Of course if you want to join me?'
They looked at each other and nodded.  So to make it
easier for them to take the plunge, I turned my back,
stripped and jumped into the river while they
hesitantly removed their clothes and followed me in.

Within a few minutes they became used to the idea and
started to enjoy the experience.  Week after week for
the rest of the summer we returned to the river to swim
naked.  I might add that I was always careful to wet
our swimsuits before we returned home.  By this stage I
was now more aware that what I had been doing was wrong
so I did nothing and just thoroughly enjoyed the sight
of their lovely young bodies.  When swimming or
playing, I tried to obtain close up glimpses or
accidentally touched their genitals.  Of course I tried
to 'engineer' these situations but all was relatively
innocent.

My favourite way to obtain a close-up view was to have
them wrap their legs around my waist while I swung
them around in the water.  They enjoyed this, but
for me it afforded me a way of looking at the
enchanting sight of the tight little slit that was
visible at the top of their thighs and only the cold
water stopped me getting an erection.

Summer passed, winter came and went, and now it was the
following summer.  I was now 18 and they were 12 and 13
so I once again suggested they may like to go swimming
and after asking their mother they agreed.  There was
only the slightest hesitancy with stripping the first
time and we continued nude swimming and sunbathing for
a few weeks, until one very hot day my raging hormones
got the better of me.

We had been swimming for about an hour and were lying
on our towels to soak up the sun to relax and warm up.
Because it was an exceptionally hot, bright day, I
suggested using sun lotion and asked if they would like
me to apply it.  They agreed and lay face down on their
towels while I did so and when I had finished, I asked
if they wanted to put some on their front.  They asked
me to do it and of course I was a 'perfect gentleman'
and obliged, carefully rubbing oil into their chests
and stomach, then moving to their legs where my hand
lingered as it passed near their genitals.  I did not
actually touch them in the groin but being so close was
enough and all my good resolutions were gone and HAD to
go further: so I lay on my towel asked them to rub
lotion on my back.

They knelt on each side of my shoulders while they
rubbed the lotion in my back and the sight of their
cute pussies a few inches from my nose was enough.  I
soon had a rock hard erection that was darned
uncomfortable, however that stage they were unable to
see anything as I was lying face down.  When it came to
the time to turn over, I hesitated and said that I had
a bit of a problem.  They looked puzzled and asked if I
was sick so I said 'No, but you may get a surprise when
I turned over'.  When they saw me their mouths dropped
open as they stared at my penis.  Of course they had
seen it many times before but never with an erection,
so they asked, 'Why has your 'THINGY' gone like that?'

I replied that was a difficult question to answer so I
started by telling them that it was called a penis and
when the man's body needed to make the penis go hard it
just pumped blood into it, like blowing up a balloon.
They seemed to accept that, and of course as I hoped,
they then asked 'but why did it needed to become hard?'

I explained that to tell them why it had happened, I
would have to tell them a bit about the male and female
body, but there were two things I wanted then to do to
help them understand.  I said that it was important
that they knew how hard a penis got and asked them to
gently squeeze mine to find out.  They were still a
little reluctant, but in the end with a little gentle
persuasion they did so.  Once they had got that far, I
asked them to hold my testicles and tell me what they
could feel.  I was in heaven but managed somehow to
control myself and just I explained what these round
things were called and that I would tell them what they
were used for later.  All this was to move gradually to
the point that I wanted.

The last thing I wanted to do was alarm them so I
explained what the body parts were, and what they were
for and pointed out each part of their anatomy and
mine.  I then asked if they remembered their mother
carrying their youngest sister in her tummy before she
was born.  Again they said 'yes' , so I asked the older
sister to lay down with her legs together and proceeded
to trace the outline of the womb on her stomach while I
explained what the womb was for and that the entrance
was between her legs.  I asked her to lift and open her
legs and I gently parted her young labia to show her
younger sister what the hole looked like.  I then had
them change places so the older one could then see her
younger sister's genitals.

This was all done very slowly and carefully, then I
gave a simplified explanation of how man and woman
made love and why it was very necessary for the
penis to go very hard so it could be put in the
woman's hole.  I also explained that it was the
testicles that produced the 'SEED' etc.  They said
that, 'it all sounded funny', but after a while they
seemed to get used to the idea.

I then said that this was the physical part, but that
people made love for enjoyment and that I had forgotten
to mention the most enjoyable part of their body.  I
asked them to lay down, one on each side of me and
spread their legs apart.  I carefully rubbed my fingers
up and down their slits and clitoris using one hand on
each.  They seemed to enjoy this, and after about 30
minutes of delightful activity I could contain myself
no more so I asked if they would like to see what the
'SEED' was like.  They both looked interested and said
yes, so I masturbated onto the ground in front of them.
As soon as the intense sexual urge was gone, I said
that we should leave to be home in time for lunch.

The following week the oldest girl was ill and was
unable to come with us.  I managed to persuade the
younger one to allow a bit of 'playing' with her
genitals, which she agreed to but refused to touch mine
again.  The week after, due to a lot of rain in the
mountains the river was in flood and conditions never
improved for the last weeks of the summer.

The following year the younger girl came out swimming
but her older sibling would not.  I suspect she had
reached puberty and was then very shy.  I took the younger
girl swimming probably 6 or 8 times, still nude, but she
permitted nothing else.  Toward the end of summer, when
we returned to our swimming hole after a gap of about a
month due to river conditions, she suddenly refused to
strip and insisted on wearing her swimsuit all the
time.

After much prompting on my part, she admitted that she
was growing hair 'down there'.  I tried very hard to
get her to show me, but she refused and in the end she
no longer wanted to come swimming.  Perhaps she
disliked my hints, I don't know, but for the balance of
that summer I spent most of the time at the river on my
own.  These girls still live in town and have families
of their own.  I have to confess to feeling guilty and
uncomfortable when I occasionally meet them face to
face, although though this all occurred about 40 years
ago.

'Girl luvr'
------------------------------------------------------
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* UK: _DfEE abandons plans for pupil's e-mail_

* USA: _Supreme Court rules Fifth Amendment protects innocent_
* USA: _ACLU files lawsuit over Internet censorship_
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Scotland:
------------------------------------------------------------

18th March 2001

_Scots court upholds appeal over indecent images_

Two Appeal Court judges admonished a man convicted of
downloading child porn from the internet, claiming his
was a victimless offence.

Thomas K, pleaded guilty to having indecent photographs
of children in August last year.  He was sentenced to
three months at Kirkudbright sheriff court, but he only
served six days.

In November, his appeal against sentence was upheld by
the Appeal Court.

In a written judgment, their lordships described Kirk's
offence as victimless and that he had been sufficiently
punished by the effects of the prosecution.  The Court
overturned his three-month jail sentence.

They noted that Kirk had lost his job, his home and his
income and had been placed on the sex offenders'
register.  "His whole life has been seriously affected
by the conviction and its consequences... he has
already suffered severely."

In their judgment, they also dispute the view taken by
the sheriff court and suggest it was an exaggeration to
describe Kirk's offence "as a very serious one indeed".

They add: "nothing that the appellant did had any
direct or consequent effect upon any other person,
adult or child.  In that sense at least, the
appellant's behaviour, consisting of operating his
computer in his own home, was a 'victimless offence'."

Judge McCluskey declined to comment on the case to the
press but said that in the European Court of Justice,
the punishment for this type of offence had been struck
down.

Details of the judgment were published last week in the
Scottish Criminal Case Reports bulletin.

------------------------------------------------------------





Scotland:
------------------------------------------------------------

24th March 2001

_Fairlie sues over daughter's 'false memory' claims_

A former deputy leader of the Scottish National Party
who claims his life was blighted by false allegations
of sex abuse brought by his daughter is suing a health
trust and social workers over their handling of the
case.

Jim Fairlie's action is thought to be the first court
case in Britain attacking the widely discredited
treatment known as "recovered memory therapy".  He
claims its use at the Murray Royal Hospital, Perth,
resulted in his eldest daughter Katrina, who is now 30,
accusing him of sexually abusing her as a child.

She also made allegations against 16 other men,
including other relatives and two MPs who have never
been named.  But a police investigation resulted in a
decision not to prosecute Mr Fairlie, 60, and his
daughter later withdrew her allegations.  He raised his
action against Perth and Kinross Healthcare NHS Trust
and Perth and Kinross council in 1998 and is seeking
250,000 UKP compensation for the "loss, injury and
damage" he suffered after the allegations.

He claims the accusations caused a rift in his family
and that he was not allowed to be alone with his
grandchildren.  The former policeman says the problems
began in late 1994 when Katrina was being treated for a
drug addiction resulting from the painkillers she was
prescribed for medical reasons.

While in hospital a consultant psychiatrist, Dr Alex
Yellowlees, suggested that the nightmares and
flashbacks she was experiencing could be the result of
sex abuse which she did not consciously remember.  Mr
Fairlie accuses the doctor of being too quick to go to
social workers and them of being insensitive in their
handling of the allegations.

------------------------------------------------------------





UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

21st March 2001

_DfEE abandons plans for pupil's e-mail_

The Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) has
abandoned plans to provide all school children with
individual free email addresses, citing the possibility
children might be contacted by paedophiles.

The revised DfEE 'Superhighway Safety' pack, issued to
schools this morning, says schools should provide just
one address per whole class rather than individual
email addresses.

Global pen-pals will be able to write to a named class,
but never an individual, as the pack also stipulates
that no child be identified by name or give any other
personal details online.

------------------------------------------------------------





USA: free-speech:
------------------------------------------------------------

20th March 2001

_Supreme Court rules Fifth Amendment protects innocent_

The Fifth Amendment "protects the innocent as well as
the guilty," the Supreme Court said Monday in ruling
that a baby sitter had a legitimate reason to fear
testifying in a shaken baby case, even though she was
not charged with a crime.

Even if the girl were blameless, she had a reasonable
fear that testifying "might tend to incriminate her,"
the justices wrote.

------------------------------------------------------------





USA: free-speech:
------------------------------------------------------------

20th March 2001

_ACLU files lawsuit over Internet censorship_

The largest public interest law firm in the country
filed suit against the federal government today in an
attempt to overturn a law forcing public libraries to
censor their patrons' use of the Internet using
techniques that automatically block sites deemed to
hold sexual content.

The American Civil Liberties Union is representing
seven library associations, eight individuals and nine
Web sites arguing that the Children's Internet
Protection Act (CHIPA) unconstitutionally restricts
freedom of speech online.

One of the individual plaintiffs is a 15-year-old
lesbian from Portland, Ore.  Although she had Internet
access at home, she preferred to use the facilities at
her local public library as she searched for
information about her sexual orientation and support in
coming out to her family and friends.  Had the law been
in place during that time, she feels she would have had
a much more difficult experience.

"The flaws in blocking programs are inevitable given
the task and the limitations of the technology," said
ACLU lawyer Chris Hansen.  "Everyone from a
Congressional panel to Consumer Reports to parents have
found blocking programs to be unworkable."

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals in Philadelphia will
hear the case.  Should an appeal be mounted to that
panel's decision, it would move directly to the U.  S.
Supreme Court.

------------------------------------------------------------





USA: Texas: statistics:
------------------------------------------------------------

21st March 2001 star-telegram.com

"The Star-Telegram's analysis of data compiled by the
State Board for Educator Certification found that more
than 900 sex allegations were pending against Texas
teachers, some of whom had been under investigation for
as long as seven years.  Some cases dated back to 1988.
Cases which have been closed, to date, found many
allegations to be baseless - the state ultimately
cleared almost 40 percent of those accused."

------------------------------------------------------------






Europe/USA: security:
------------------------------------------------------------

17th March 2001

_German armed forces ban US software_

The German armed forces have banned use of Microsoft
and USA-originating software, citing NSA snooping.

The German foreign office ordered the ban, according to
the German news magazine *Der Spiegel.* [German equivalent
of Time magazine] *Spiegel* claims that German security
authorities suspect that the US National Security Agency
(NSA) has 'back door' access.

The Bundeswehr [German Army] will no longer use North
American software on computers used in sensitive areas.
The German foreign office has meanwhile put plans for
video-conferencing with its overseas embassies on hold,
for similar reasons.

------------------------------------------------------------





USA: comment:
------------------------------------------------------------

March 2001

_The entire American school system needs to be reexamined_

Education has returned to the front pages: In the wake
of the most recent school shootings, state legislatures
are debating bills outlawing bullying, while the
president of the University of California, concerned
about low academic performance by minorities, has
called for dropping the SAT exam as a criterion for
college admission -- as if that would solve the problem
instead of merely masking it.  Authoritarian intrusion
and social engineering seem to be the order of the day.

The entire American school system needs to be
stringently reexamined from primary grades through
college.  If high school has turned into a seething
arena of boredom and competitive tension erupting in
mayhem, it's partly because modern schools have become
dungeons for active young men at their most hormonally
driven period of life.

Forcing restless teens of both sexes to sit like robots
in regimented rows in crowded classrooms for the better
part of each day is a pointless, sadistic exercise
except for those with their sights on office jobs.
This school system is not even 200 years old, yet most
people treat it as if the burning bush floated it down
from Mount Sinai.  Too often, school has become a form
of mental and physical oppression.

Exactly what is being taught?  Certainly not wisdom or
perspective on life.  Can anyone honestly claim that
current high school students know more about history,
science, language and the arts than students 40 years
ago?  As for college students, the shallowness of their
training in the humanities has become all too evident
as graduates of the elite schools have entered the
professions and the media over the past 20 years.

A gigantic, self-perpetuating school system is forcing
students along a pre-professional track whether they
want it or not.  Perhaps as many as half the college
students currently enrolled in the elite schools may
not really want to be there but have just numbly
followed along in the track of their parents' and
peers' social expectations.  They have no other
options.  If our pampered students have the best of all
possible worlds, why are so many of them
binge-drinking, self-mutilation ('cutting') and
anesthetizing themselves with brain-wrecking drugs?

As I've argued in the past, there's no way that the
daughter of prosperous, successful, white
upper-middle-class parents could decide to drop out of
an Ivy League school in her sophomore year to get
married and be a stay-at-home mom.  She would be
upbraided and shamed, accused of "wasting" her
education and betraying her "real" talents -- and
embarrassing her status-conscious parents.

Similarly, it's scarcely imaginable that the son of
such a family could opt for the career of auto mechanic
or trucker instead of physician, lawyer or businessman.
There was a time when most high schools offered shop
classes and when technical institutions gave practical
preparation in the trades to non-college bound
students.  As the service sector expanded in the U.S.
economy after World War II, such choices became fewer.

The boys who are collecting guns and fantasizing about
shooting up their schools need a more constructive
outlet for their energy -- which working with their
hands in the company of older people would partly satisfy.
As for the misfits who are being "bullied" into homicidal
rampages, those who find school life unbearable or
useless should be permitted to leave at age 14 (as was
legal during the immigrant era) to try to live life on
their own.  Let them return to school when and if they
so desire; the presence in the classroom of adult
students would infinitely improve both primary and
secondary education, since it's rigid grade segregation
by age that perpetuates and aggravates the tyranny of
social cliques.

You say the young are far too immature to survive at
14?  Well, that's proof positive that they've been
infantilized by their parents in this unctuously
caretaking yet flagrantly permissive culture that
denies middle-class students adulthood until they are
in their 20s and even later -- long after their bodies
are ready to mate and reproduce.  The Western career
system is institutionalized neurosis, elevating
professional training over spiritual development and
forcing the young to put emotional and physical
satisfaction on painful hold.

The trades need to be revalorized.  Young men and women
should be encouraged to consider apprenticed careers
outside the effete, word-obsessed, office-bound
professions.  Construction, plumbing, electrical
wiring, forestry, landscaping, horticulture: Such
pursuits allow free movement and require a training of
the body as well as the mind.

------------------------------------------------------------






UK: letter to the press:
------------------------------------------------------------

"Something's amiss. In January 2001, the Home Office
expanded the remit of the Indecency with Children Act
to include children aged 16 rather than 14. Yet 16 is
the age of consent. How are 16 year-olds to have
their long-awaited legal sex without any illegal
'indecency' taking place? Is there some kink in the
government's 'cool virginity' campaign we haven't been
told about?"

------------------------------------------------------------





UK: arts:
------------------------------------------------------------

_The world turned inside out_

22nd March 2001

Although it's by no means the same thing as art
therapy, the concept of Outsider Art often carries with
it a baggage of notions about the improving,
transformative effect of artistic expression on
individuals from beyond the pale of "normal" life, such
as criminals and the mentally ill.  It would take only
a few seconds' exposure to the art of Henry Darger,
however, to quell the idealistic impulses of even the
most optimistic social worker.  Darger - whose work is
to be shown at the Barbican next Thursday as part of an
event entitled Outsider Art/Music - was a secretive
Chicago hospital janitor who, after his death in 1972
at the age of 80, was discovered by his landlord to
have left behind what is thought to be the world's
longest fictional work.

_The Story of the Vivian Girls, In What Is Known As The
Realms Of The Unreal, Of The Glandeco-Angel-innian War
Storm, Caused By The Child Slave Rebellion_ (called
_The Realms_ for short), is a 15,145-page illustrated
novel in which the seven pre-pubescent Vivian girls
battle, often naked, against their enemies in a weird,
obsessive, narrative that is part Victorian children's
story, part Christian parable and part disturbing
sexual fantasy.

The 300 large-scale scroll illustrations that Darger
bound together with the manuscript, often basing his
drawings on tracings from children's books and popular
magazines, have been described by one American critic
as "The Wizard of Oz as seen by a paedophile on a bad
acid trip".

Curated and exhibited since Darger's death by a
foundation established by his landlord, the artist
Nathan Lerner and Lerner's wife Kyoko, _The Realms_ has
become one of the canonical texts of Outsider Art, with
Darger hailed as an unconscious genius (as well as a
potential serial killer) and his works valued in
millions of dollars.  When a selection of the
illustrations were exhibited in Britain in the 1980s as
part of the Outsider Art Archive, they inspired a
series of paintings by the artist Paula Rego.  It must
be 15 years since I saw the show at the Arnolfini
Gallery in Bristol, but I doubt if I'll ever forget it,
which may be something to do with the Vivian girls'
genitals, which were prominent and unmistakably male.

The Barbican event pairs specially produced digital
video-films of Darger's illustrations, and the work of
contemporary artist Joe Coleman, with performances of
music by a range of composers whose work is considered
complementary.  for the first time, Kyoko Lerner of
the Lerner Foundation has allowed 40 of the Darger
pieces to be reproduced, to the accompaniment of
Dark Brother by Harry Partch, the "hobo" composer,
which will be played live by the AFMM ensemble.


Outsider Art/Music, the Barbican, London EC2.

------------------------------------------------------------





More press comment on the Saatchi Gallery raid:
------------------------------------------------------------

[...] On Saturday morning a package arrived from an
American friend which included a copy of the celebrated
annual Swimwear issue of Sports Illustrated.  Our
five-year-old son promptly pounced on it.

"I can't wait till 'latency'," sighed my wife,
referring to Freud's notion of the period between
infancy and puberty when children's sexuality becomes
submerged.

Our son is fascinated by sex and nudity.  Of course, he
is innocent - if we mean inexperienced - but we don't
feel his interest is anything other than normal, and
certainly not something he should be made to feel
guilty about.  But what the censorship lobby wants
innocence to mean is not inexperience, but ignorance.
He should not have a sexuality at his age; and, by
implication, it is our duty as parents to repress it.

--

_On the naked truth about life_

20th March 2001

In 1926, Max Ernst painted The Blessed Virgin
Chastising the Infant Jesus Before Three Witnesses.
The Christ is a naked muscly boy.  His mother is a
breasty Amazon in a red dress.  Through a window, the
faces of the men, close enough to be kissing, are
gazing in a direct line towards Christ's hidden penis.

Breast and penis are often on display in Virgin/child
pictures.  The penis, sometimes erect, represents
Christ's human nature.  The breast is as arousing or
motherly (or both) as the artist fancied.  These were
devotional pictures.  They were erotic pictures, too.
The great strength of the Catholic church has been to
refuse to sift through such contradictions.  I call it
a strength because human nature - each one of us - is
full of such contradictions.  The regular reformers,
whether spiritual or social, teetotallers or
icon-smashers, pressure groups or policy-makers, always
want things black and white.  This or that is not who
we are.  Art works with contradictions, with is why
zealous regimes such as Stalinism, fascism and
puritanism hate it.  The News of the World doesn't seem
too keen on it either.

The recent fuss over the naked child photographs at the
Saatchi gallery has been variously depicted as a fight
between art and censorship or a campaign for innocence.
The wobbling dicks at Tate Modern caused something of
the same furore but they were grown-up dicks.  Child
dicks are different and the rule seems to be that they
must be hidden.

Child genitals are assuming the fetish status that once
belonged to women's vaginas.  As these are now freely
available at WH Smith [UK's leading news store], I
suppose something has to take their place and that
worries me.  Whenever a thing is made taboo, it becomes
an object of fascination.  If we can't look at
children's bodies, we shall soon want to look at
nothing else.  Parents and children alike are being
taught new guilt and fear.  Parents are afraid to
photograph their own children.  Children are being
infected with unnecessary anxiety around nakedness.
Photographer Tierney Gearon's kids are hardly likely to
care about any photos of themselves, until some
sex-obsessed social worker or tabloid reporter turns up
shouting "abuse".

[...] The naked body troubles us.  Far from stripping
us bare, it clothes us in confusion.  Give or take
degrees of beauty, we all look exactly the same.  There
are no surprises, no new poses, and still we ask, where
are the limits?  What are the rules?

Over the years, the answer has been male members,
female parts, hair, legs, ankles, buttocks, everything
if you are a Muslim woman, nothing if you are a modern
western woman.  Marriage at 13 was Renaissance normal,
now it's against the law.

[...] The anti-spanking movement was middle-class.  The
paedophile lynchers were blue-collar.  Hampstead
mothers who call spanking "violence" may not be
offended by naked photos called "art".  A working-class
family of the kind I come from believe in a good whack,
but have no time for 'pervert' pictures.  Each group
would say they have their children's interests at
heart.

But do we?  A lecturer who takes her clothes off in the
interests of research makes national news.  Every
person in Britain knows that Lee Bowyer doesn't wear
underpants.  This is not the stuff of debate.  It
doesn't help us confront the real issues around the
body and sex.  We need to face up to our
contradictions, instead of looking for the black and
white in a colour picture.

--

_Petty Crimes_

21st March 2001

Whisper it: York City Art Gallery is playing host to an
exhibition about contemporary childhood that
unashamedly contains images of children.  In the wake
of the Tierney Gearon censorship fiasco at the Saatchi
Gallery, it is probably best to keep these things
quiet, particularly as Petty Crimes, a touring show
mounted by the Laing Gallery in Newcastle, really does
offer a discomforting double-take on the end of
innocence.

The deadpan Dutch photo grapher Rineke Dijkstra has
been exploring this theme for some time now; she won
the Citibank prize two years ago for her poetic studies
of adolescents posed in their beachwear, awkwardly
straddling the iconic space between Botticelli deities
and tenacious jailbait.  Here, Dijkstra has been
commissioned to study surly, Northumberland schoolkids
in and out of uniform and in or around the bike-sheds.
It reminds you that whichever periods of your life you
wistfully wish to revisit, being 14 is not one of them.

[...] A witty, well-produced show - but don't tell
anyone, or the local constabulary will come and close
it down.

Until Saturday. Details: 01904 551861.

------------------------------------------------------------





Book note (reprint of a novel by a boy-lover):
------------------------------------------------------------

Tartarus Press are to publish a limited edition of _Uncle
Stephen_ by Forrest Reid. (High quality paper, in sewn
sections, and are hand-bound). With a new Introduction.
ISBN 1872621 59 7. Projected publication date: Mid July 2001

 One of the most delicately told tales of boyhood and the
 innocent awakening of sexuality since _Le Grand Meulnes_,
 but with a strong supernatural content. Forrest Reid was
 a contemporary of E.M. Forster, with whom he was ranked
 in literary stature during his lifetime.

------------------------------------------------------------
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'Lloyd' writes:
------------------------------------------------------

Hi everyone, Lloyd here again, and la vita e bella.
Well, as much as you can hope for, anyway.  At my new
workplace (which I mentioned the other week) there are
even more beautiful young thing, and I have been
enjoying myself muchly.  The other day I spent an hour
and a half sitting cross-legged on the floor with a
group of eleven-twelve year olds, making models out of
clay.  It really took me back to when I was
younger.  When I am doing "craft" things like that, I
have a tendency to get really absorbed.  I remember
spending hours trying to paint the badge on a flying
officer's hat, or whatever.  The clay was no
exception.  They liked my models, so I was pleased.

Also, some younger kids were playing outside the door.
It was heaven.  As if that were enough, at the end of
the lesson one of the girls came up to me and held out
he hand for me to shake.  I thought this probably
didn't contravene any teacher-student rules, so I took
her hand.  She then leant in and kissed me on the
cheek.  By which time a line had formed, and I ended up
kissing goodbye about ten girls.  It was lovely - I
love the way that people are more openly affectionate
here - but I did feel slightly guilty as I was standing
there with the woman who's responsible for me while I'm
working there.  (She was getting kissed too, but it's
slightly different for a man.)  Still, I didn't let the
guilt interfere with my enjoyment.

--

'My' fourteen year old is causing even more jealousy.
The other day she once again made a bee-line for my
roommate.  Not only that, but she was wearing a rather
tight T-shirt.  I don't think I have _ever_ seen her
wearing anything but a large jumper, which does quite a
good job of concealing her breasts.  (Of course, I'm
not complaining) But wearing this T-shirt, it looked
like she was showing off her delicate breasts too him.
She probably wasn't, but I guess that's just an
indication of how strongly I feel about her.

--

There's a really pretty eleven year old I've worked
with.  She wears glasses, and has really pretty teeth
in a nice smile.  In fact, I found she reminded me of
Katie (from a few weeks back) I was extremely aroused
for the whole hour and a half.  That's a really great
sign, isn't it?  Not only am I turned on by an eleven
year old, but I'm turned on because she reminds me of
an eight year old.  C'est la vie.  Well, c'est _my_
vie.  I think she realised I was interested in her.  We
locked eyes on more than one occasion, and I saw her
giggling with a friend and looking back at me.  I must
admit, I'm somewhat worried if it really _is_ that
obvious.

--

'Rawdog' wrote:
> there is currently a show on national TV here
>called _Boston Public_, and it is set in a fictitious
>high school in that  city.  In the latest episode a
>teacher has been 'outed' who has been having an
>affair
>with an 18 year old student.  It was mutual.  Of
>course
>he was fired. . .
>. . . In real life he'd go to jail and suffer at the
>hands
>of less reprehensible criminals, but the sponsors
>don't
>want people to think about that.

Not to diminish your attack on society and the
entertainment industry, which was well deserved, but I
don't _think_ that criminal action could be taken
against a teacher who slept with a student.
(Providing, of course, that she was above the age of
consent.)  The decision to fire a teacher who has had a
consensual affair with a student of legal age is a
matter of school policy, not law.  If the rules of a
business required the employees to wear a uniform, an
employee could be fired for not wearing it, but it
would not make it illegal.  It is just the same with
the teacher and student.  Of course, if the student
were below the age of consent, that would change
matters.  A university lecturer could be fired for
having an affair with a student, even though the
student would be over the age of consent.  (In fact,
the student could even be older than the lecturer!) I
think that the only time the law could be brought into
it is if the relationship were a truly abusive one, and
rape or sexual abuse charges could be brought against
the teacher.  I'm not a lawyer, though, so don't take
my word for it.

--

To 'Talitha Cumi':

I guess that a lot of your "blueprint theory" does sort
of make sense, but I must object to your use of the
word "valid".  It's impossible for their to be a
"valid" blueprint without there being an "invalid" one,
and the idea of "valid" and "invalid" people sounds a
little too close to a fascistic philosophy in my mind.
I'm sure this isn't what you intend, but that is was it
sounds.

>What I fear is that if enough people catch a certain
>disease, we might forget what perfect health used to
>be
>like.  It is easier (and more comfortable) to "agree"
>that the diseased person is statistically normative -
>therefore by popular consensus and decree: We're all
>"normal".

I don't know, I'd have to disagree with you here.
Surely if the majority of people have a disease, it
_is_ normal for people to have that disease.  Therefore
the people who have that disease are normal.  Those who
don't are - if you will - abnormal.  That's how society
works.  If the idea of normality was based on a
minority, thing could be very different.

>Many movies have been made that explore
>variations on this theme: "Omega Man" comes to mind -
>where the few un-contaminated survivors (of a nuclear
>disaster, if I remember correctly) were hunted down,
>persecuted and either assimilated or killed by the
>mutant survivors.  You had to have "the marks"
>(dye-pigmentation of the skin and eyes, I think) to
>be
>accepted by the "new society".  THAT is why I think
>it
>important that we don't accept all "diversity" as
>valid
>in itself

Again, I disagree with you here.  For a start, in my
view it has always been the prerogative of the dominant
culture to persecute the minorities.  (I don't mean
that agree with this, just that this is what always
seems to happen.)  Why should it be that it is seen as
more wrong when it is "normal people" like us who are
on the wrong end of things?

>Whether we should, as a society, "encourage" those
>who
>fall outside the "blueprint" to "become normal" or
>not
>(assimilation) is a different question - and would be
>interesting to kick around here, if anyone's
>interested?

I am.  Society should have _absolutely_ no say in the
matter.  The decision should be taken only and always
by the "freak".  Once society starts to forcibly
"normalise" people, where does it stop?  Anyone read
_Brave New World_?  I saw a program once about this
company in the Bible Belt of the USA who were "curing"
people of homosexuality.  It was sickening.  This was
unpleasant enough, and in the most part these people
had _chosen_ to undertake it.  There's nothing wrong
with helping people who want to become "normal", but
society should play no part in deciding the matter.
The only time society should intervene is when the
"abnormal" person's actions directly threaten others.

>Secondly, if society could just learn to accept, love
>and
>support the person _AS A PERSON_ ...

...most of the problems in the world today would be
solved, everyone would be happy, life would be better,
there would be mass celebrations, and a large number of
pigs would apply for their pilot's license.  I hope
that one day people _will_ be able to be sensible, and
see more than people's differences, but I really can't
see it happening.

>"it's not easy being green"

And it's even more difficult liking it. ;)

--

'Dalderious' wrote:
>I've always liked children. I even remember years
>ago as a child also enjoying those younger than me.

I don't ever really remember feeling like that.  In
fact, when I was younger I preferred the company of
those older than me.  As in adults.  I'd probably have
been a prime focus for any boy-loving paedophiles out
there.  ;)

>Sexual scenes only seen to deter me.

Bad use of word on my part.  I didn't mean sexual in
terms of physical sense.  I meant erotic, really, I
guess.  Really I suppose I mean I was turned on by
anything involving young girls that turned me on.

--

'Turu Pete' wrote:
>Some time back I heard about a study where men were
>asked to look at photographs (or drawings?) of female
>faces and rate their attractiveness.  The faces that
>the majority of men found most attractive matched the
>characteristics of a twelve year old girl.  Does
>anyone
>know about the specifics of this study?  If what I
>remember is true, it certainly would confirm my
>suspicions that most men in our society are attracted
>to girls although very few will admit it.

And just look at the "superwaifs" - your Kate Moss
types.  As any feminist will tell you, they don't have
womanly bodies - they have faces/bodies like little/young
girls.  Another interesting fact (kind of) linked to
this.  Anorexic girls tend not to ovulate, menstruate
or develop breasts, as the lack of nutrition prevents
puberty from taking place.  So anorexia can be seen not
only as an attempt to stay thin, but also to remain a
child.

--

Hmm, Looks like I missed the post last time.  Damn
these time zones!  Och, weel, on with this week's.

My feelings for the fourteen year old have begun to
fade.  It's been a week or so since I've seen her, and
I'm not really missing her.  She's been replaced by
some newer models.  ;) The other day some of the
younger girls managed to "break through" and speak with
me.  There were five divinely beautiful eleven/twelve
year olds.  Really pretty - and properly "little girl
pretty" too.  (Whatever that means.)  One has glasses
and a beautiful smile, another the biggest, sweetest
eyes you have ever seen.  And, what is more, they say
that I am the most handsome of the three volunteers
working where I do!  I am, should they want me,
officially their property from now on.  They may do
with me as they will.  They said they want to take me
to a disco.  That really is an offer I can't refuse.
One of them asked me if I had a girlfriend.  When I
replied in the negative, she asked if I wanted one.
I, of course, said that I would.  Sadly - one of her
friends was (light-heartedly) teasing her about me at
the time - she said that, while she thought I was very
handsome (I really was struggling to keep a straight face,
but there you go) she wasn't in love with me.  I was
devastated.  Another offered to introduce me to her
sister.  Sadly I doubt that it will be a younger
sister.  Another offered to introduce me to some more
girls too.  How can I explain to the guapitas that
_they_ are more than enough for me?  I want nothing
more.  It's just so great to have these lovely little
girls so interested in me.  Every time they see me they
wave and smile.  It's almost embarrassing at times.
But so fantastic.  It's really good for practising my
Spanish, too.  Ah, if only the time I spend with them
could last for ever.

--

Whenever I am with people - especially groups - I feel
like an outsider, excluded.  I have always had
difficulty associating with people of my own age.  This
point was highlighted the other night.  There were
about fifteen of us at a bar on the street.  I was
isolated in the "wrong" part of a circle (the people on
either side of me were both talking to the people on
their other side.  Do you know the feeling?)  I was
being largely ignored.  At the same time I was watching
a pretty young girl playing.  That's it, but it felt
quite meaningful at the time.

--

'Aladdin Truelove' wrote:
>On 11th Mar (1), 'Lloyd' wrote:
>> After talking about my interest in first love the
other
>> week, I saw the new version of Great Expectations.
>> (The one with Gwyneth Paltrow and Matt Damon) There
>> is
>> a lovely little girl in it, playing GP when
>> younger,
>> who has the 'sexual domination act' down pat.  The
>> scene
>> when she and the boy are drinking from the fountain
>> and
>> she touches tongues with him, drawing him into a
>> passionate kiss, is just fantastic.

>Really?  I saw the movie in a US theater [cinema],
>and
>I guess they cut out the "passionate kiss" part of
>that
>scene.

Why am I not surprised?  Sigh.  On a related note, I
want to get my hands on the international version of
"Leon".  (Or "The Professional" for you crazy gringos
out there. ;)  This is the version that was released in
only three countries, I think - Japan, Germany, and at
Xmas in the USA.  Features a lot more of Mathilda's
relationship with Leon.  For instance, she actually
asks him to sleep with her. (I've read the full script)
This is actually an example where by showing less they
have implicated more, in my opinion.  There's still that
scene where she wakes up in bed with him, but because
you haven't heard him decline her offer, you assume the
"worst".  Like the beginning of the new "Lolita".
Because it doesn't show Humbert's experimentation with
Annabelle being interrupted, it can be assumed that they
do consummate their relationship.  Which completely
undermines the novel's whole motivation behind his later
actions.  Ah, when will they learn?

>Her [the lg from above] name is Raquel Beaudene. I
>must say I agree with you, the first part of that
>movie
>was just beautiful.But I rather lost interest in it
>after that.

Well, the TV went 'kaputt' not long after the whole
childhood bit.  But the only thing I really felt like I
was missing was Robert DeNiro, who I think is _the_
best actor.  (Coincidentally, I think "Taxi Driver" was
probably the first "paedo"-theme film I saw.)  But that
first bit was amazing.  It uses that fantastic camera
style that I love.  It is, I think, "childhood style".
I love the way everything is hyper-real, with rich
colours and golden light, and the way the camera
constantly zooms in on tiny details.  This style is
also used in "Lawn Dogs", the opening of the new
"Lolita", "In A Land of Plenty", bits of "Leon".  Read
all about it in my forthcoming book "Films and
Filmmaking for Paedophiles".  ;)

--

'St. Nicholas de Myra' wrote:
>Sometime ago, I had told my mum about my
>"orientation".
>She did not believe it.  As a matter of fact, she
>said
>that she thought that I was under stress, (I was aged
>18
>and taking my A-level examinations then)

Wow, I'm intrigued.  Would you be able to relate a
little of your history to me?  It's just that it sounds
like you were "discovering yourself" at the same time
(well, age - exactly how long ago was this?) as me.  I
actually spent the morning before one of my exams hyped
on coffee reading the ASGL-L archives.  (As you can
imagine, this _really_ helped in my exam.  Curse you
all for having such interesting stories!)  I haven't
told my mum, though I'd really like to, I think.  Well,
anyway, I'd like to hear from you.

--

'Dalderious' wrote:
>I will admit, however, that my love for lgs is
>selfish.
>I want their love.  I want the warmth, the love, and
>the respect that I show them, magnified a
>hundred-fold
>in the way that only an lg can.  Sure, I'd do
>anything
>for them, seemingly unselfish.  In the end, it's all
>for their love.  Sound sweet?  Maybe.  But if
>reviewed
>by a scientist, it could easily be classified as
>"self-interest in Love's clothing".

Hey, Dalderious, you'll be amazed to once again hear
that I agree with you, and I'm not afraid to admit it!
I too am in selfish love with lgs.  I want them to love
me.  I want to be as special to them as they are to me.
Actually, the need to feel loved _is_ a need - not just
a want.  I think it is "officially" considered a
necessity for human life.  So yes, I'll admit, I _do_
want to steal something from little girls.  Not their
innocence, but their hearts.  (Awww, shucks.)

--

>"A friend of mine says it's inappropriate for my
>husband
>to give our 4-year-old daughter a bath.  This strikes
>me
>as silly; is there some new research I haven't heard
>of?".

Yes, I believe there is some research she hasn't heard
of.  Apparently heeding stupid advice from
over-cautious friends who have no idea what they are
talking about can be detrimental to your child's
well-being.  Hey, it's not me that says it, it's the
scientists.  ;)

--

>Those were dark times.  Desires were rampant and
>uncontrolled and concentrated on women in their
>twenties and thirties.

That needs to be read by the bloke with the deep voice
that does the trailers for films.

--

Ianthe wrote:

   [ "Ariba! Ariba!" ;-)  And say hello to the
     Subcommandante for me, too, while you're there... ]

Yeah, I'll go have a word with him.  Maybe I can get
him to help us carve out an independent state
somewhere, free of society's hypocrisy and stuff, and
where little girls are revered as goddesses.  I'm
thinking 'Lolitania' for the name...

--

'Talitha Cumi' wrote:
>>Hey, we'll have to meet up for tea and crumpets some
>>time. ;)

>Sounds 'frightfully British, Old Bean'!  Wouldn't you
>rather arepas or empanadas or something local?

Hehe, sorry, just been feeling the need to assert my
Englishness recently.  Keep getting accused of being a
gringo... ;)

--

>>(On Holden Cauldfield)
>>>No, I was thinking more of his comment that "In my
>>>mind I am probably the biggest sex maniac you've
>ever
>>>met". And so say all of us...;

>>Fair enough. I think I'd admit to that, as well.

>Careful - you might incriminate yourself!

You're right - I don't want to be arrested for
thought-crimes.

--

>Your comments help me to realise that I no longer
>narrow-focus on tiny aspects (like the jaw-muscles
>thing you mention above), but find myself
>invariably taking in the whole child as a person.

For me it depends on the situation.  The jaw-muscle
thing was a (quite literally) strangers on a train
thing.  The girl was sat a couple of rows for me on the
train, and got off about a stop after I got on.
Whereas with the girls I get to know better it is
everything about them.

--

>Did you find that sharing this experience "bonded"
>you
>emotionally in any way with the other boy?

I don't know, really - I couldn't say.  And there were
other factors that would have probably played a more
important role in shaping my feelings with him.

>How did that work then? Masturbate in each other's
>presence, but without watching...?

Yup.  We'd be in the same place.  (Usually outside
somewhere) and masturbate, but not actually be
masturbating together as such.  I think we did watch
(or at least see) each other a couple of times, but we
weren't doing it in front of each other or anything.

>There were other boys in that period that I
>felt attracted to.

Mmm, I wouldn't say that I personally felt "attracted"
to any boys.  It was just a turn-on.

> I also sought out opportunities to see him in the
>toilets, to crack sexual jokes and innuendoes in his
>presence - just as I probably would have done
>with a girl

That all sounds familiar to me - the innuendoes etc.
However, I couldn't see myself behaving the same way
with a girl, had I the chance.

--

>Ideally, yes, I agree.  If I could somehow ensure
>that
>society would not create an "abused victim" mentality
>in the LG in question, I might venture to initiate
>the
>occasional innocent sweetie - but taking all things
>into account (not to mention my distaste for the
>inside
>of prisons - ESPECIALLY Latin-American prisons!), I
>have made a decision to keep my hands out of
>under-age
>knickers.

I haven't made a decision not to take any action with
any jovenas, but I have made a decision not to go
looking for it, if you know what I mean.  (Nudge nudge,
wink wink.)  I'm confident of my self-control when it
comes to not trying it on with those whom I shouldn't.
But if I were to get into a situation where the offer
was there... well, only the Latin American prisons and
extended, protective Catholic families would justify
saying no for me.

--

>The only clue I have is a thread we pursued here for
>a while - that many of us GLs had parents who didn't
>display any physical affection between themselves,
>and precious little with us, their kids.

That's interesting.  I think I'd agree with that.  I
don't remember my parents displaying much physical
affection.  Especially as the marriage was starting to
get shaky when I was about ten/eleven.  Some to us
kids, but not a huge amount.  Especially not as I was
getting older.  I don't know what that means, but I do
know that I crave affection.  I guess they're likely to
be linked.  To be fair, I  think the distance is at
least half my "fault" .  I have always found it
difficult to express my feelings with my parents.  (And
anyone else, for that matter.)  I also find it very
difficult to be open with them, about anything, not
just my orientation.

Adios, muchachos, hasta la semana proxima.

'Lloyd'
------------------------------------------------------





'Easy Rider' writes:
------------------------------------------------------

From the press-clippings digest:

>Laws in Canada criminalize written (such as sexual
>fiction), as well as photographic pedophilia. The
>Supreme Court of Canada had in January upheld a
>federal ban on the possession of child porn but
>allowed personal pornographic writings for a person's
>own use, or erotic material taken for one's own use
>with the consent of those depicted.  Distributing
>or selling such written material remains a crime,
>the court decided.

Does anyone know what the case is in the US?  What
about sexually-oriented *non-fiction* involving lgs?
What about publishing a book about one's true
experiences?  Is this a crime in Canada?  In the US?
Can a book like _Green Fruit_ be published today in
the US?

  [ Why not just bypass all that hassle and 'publish'
    to the Net ? ]

--

Whichever journalist wrote this may have a point:

>Excessive devotion to children is its own
>illness, I have always thought.  Not a crime,
>just a species of retardation.

I have been following the discussion about
'blueprints.'  If you believe in evolution, which seems
a no-brainer at this point, then you ought to see that
although there appears to be a general 'blueprint' for
how people act, there is not a specific one.  Evolution
heads more or less down the center of the road, veering
a little to the left or right with individuals.
Evolution does not stay exactly in the center of the
road at all times.  So there must be variations in the
actions of people which are more or less normal.  It is
difficult to define 'normal' behavior.  What are you
going to say it is?  Husband and wife, same exact age,
missionary position?  If not same age, then how much
difference can there be before it becomes abnormal?  5
years? 10? 30?

At what point do sexual practices become abnormal?  Is
fellatio abnormal?  Anal sex?  Sex with more than one
partner?  Sex with an undeveloped girl?  Sex with the
same sex?  How many people have to practice a given
'aberration' until it becomes accepted as normal?
5% of the population?  40%?  There is no answer.

Personally, I find homosexuality to be more 'aberrant'
than loving lg's.  At least lgs are set up physically
to love males even though they may be physically
immature.  Yet, we now accept homosexuality more
readily than pedophilia.

Certain activities appear to be clearly aberrant and
farther from center than others.  Sex with animals, for
example.  Necrophilia.  Stuff like this is, to me at
least, clearly off the scale, so to speak.  But being
excited by a girl with small breasts, or no pubic hair,
or slim, small legs?  No.  This type of attraction may
be somewhat uncommon (or not, who knows) and may be
considered socially aberrant, but IMHO it is not
genetically-blueprint-aberrant.  Whoever made the
statement that something "went wrong" somewhere along
the line to make us the way we are, is wrong.  We are
simply the normal veer on the road of evolution.

'Abnormal' (significantly deviating from the broad
blueprint, i.e, off the road) appears to be anything
that involves sex between different species, or living
and dead things, or individuals within the species who
are not, by natural anatomical development,  suited for
each other.  In the amusing parlance we have developed
here, these would not be considered "prived" or
"generate" activities, whereas I think girl loving _is_
prived and generate.

--

A couple of other things.  Booknotes: People were
saying how _Show Me_ was quite legally available.  I
checked the prices: the four copies I found ranged in
price from $229 to $900 per copy.  If that ain't rare,
what is?  And the guy who found _Green Fruit_ for $10
just got lucky enough to get his copy from someone too
ignorant to be aware of its value.  Books increase in
price for one of two reasons: either there are not many
around and no more are being made (like land) or they
have some intrinsic value.  Simple economics says the
former is the case here.

--

Also: Someone (Dal) mentioned how no-one did anything
except for selfish reasons.  An interesting concept,
but there is something you leave out.  There is, deep
down in all of us, a deeply subconscious understanding
that we are, at bottom, all one.  This is why a person
can and will  risk his life to save another person he
doesn't even know, and even lose it in the process
sometimes.  It is why we feel pain and sadness and loss
when we hear of the sufferings of others, or see a
starving child on TV, or learn of the abuse of a child
we never knew.  The great mystics believe the human
collective is one body, and that our individual
physical manifestations are but illusions.

I will admit, in the case of loving an lg, there is
some selfishness on my part, too.  I want to feel her
touch, her warmth, her skin against me; I want to be
made happy as well as make happy, so selfishness is
part of it.  But so what?  Any relationship in which
eroticism plays a part is to some extent selfish in
nature.  We're not talking agape here, folks, although
it may play a role.  And yes, let's be honest: although
one may want to give pleasure, one also wants to get it
and one gets it partly by giving it as well as taking
it.  I can receive almost as much pleasure from
caressing a girl as the girl herself gets.  But my
point is, it IS possible to be unselfish under some
circumstances.

'Easy Rider'
------------------------------------------------------






'Ex Astris' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------

From amidst the thawing tundra of the Midwestern U.S. I
bring good news!  Throughout the long fall & winter
months I was forbidden that all-too sweet contact with
the lg's in my apartment complex.  Out of character
with past seasons, they were never allowed out to play.
But alas, now they're out aplenty.  My beloved friend
Desiree has been showering me with hugs & cute dimply
smiles.  She's 8 and absolutely 'a doll'.  Her entire
family & baby-sitter still strongly oppose her contact
with me, but she has a strong self-will which I love so
dearly.  I only had a few minutes to write you just to
take the opportunity to share my joy.  Sweet dreams
from a heart that seeks infinite beauty from a finite
world.

'Ex Astris'
-------------------------------------------------------





'Girl luvr' writes:
------------------------------------------------------

A YOUNG BOY'S AWAKENING

Part 11

The final occasion occurred in my 19th year.  I was
asked to "baby-sit" for a nearby family.  They had two
children, a girl of about 12 and a boy nearly 2 years
younger.  I had done this on 3 or 4 occasions before
but surprisingly I had never even thought about
attempting anything.  I had been told previously that
the boy was to go to bed about 8:30pm, but the daughter
could stay up a little later.  Of course being normal
siblings, he said it was not fair, so on previous
occasions the daughter been in the habit of going to
bed at the same time as him.  She would wait until her
younger brother had fallen asleep and then sneak out to
watch TV with me until about 9:30 or 10:00.

On this last occasion I was sitting on the couch while
she sat on the other end facing me.  Suddenly she
turned and put her feet on my lap and asked me to rub
them as they were itchy.  I massaged them for a while,
very gradually moving up to knead her calves as far as
the hem of her night-dress.  Up to that point she
seemed to be quite enjoying the attention.  I wanted to
go higher so I asked, "was she wearing any panties?"
to which she answered yes.  I said that they were
really no different to swimsuits and pushed the hem of
her night-dress up past her waist.

She did not seem to be in the slightest bit worried by
this so I gradually started massaging higher until I
was able to massage up to her groin, although I still
did not her touch anywhere under her panties.  I then
asked if she would like a neck massage and she agreed.
She removed her night-dress which meant she was sitting
in her panties and I started massaging her neck,
shoulders and down to her waist.  She really seemed to
be enjoying it but all this took some time and it was
then about 10 o/c.  I was starting to get an erection
but although her legs lay across my penis, I was unsure
if she felt this or not.  As I was rubbing her upper
abdomen and just under the edge of her panties.  I
asked if she would like me to go any lower, but she
said "No" and a few minutes later said it was about
time she went to bed, leaving me with an erection to
deal with in the normal way.  I was never sure if I
just misread the sign's, or if she was interested but I
took too long to get to the point, however by then it
was too late.

About this time I got involved in a group of young men
but soon realized they were into homosexual activities.
I found myself on the receiving end of advances that I
found very unpleasant.  I was close to being raped on
one occasion but I managed to avoid that by the "skin
of my teeth".  On another occasion another teenager and
I indulged in some mutual masturbation, but as I did
not really enjoy it, after 2 or 3 times I resisted.
About that time I came to the attention of a couple of
old men in town who used tricks to lure teenage boys to
their home to molest them.  I managed to extricate
myself from these situations but I really think it was
these events that made me realize the dangers and
possible trauma to the girls of what I was doing.

Up to that stage I had justified it by saying to myself
that they were always willing partners and seemed to
enjoy the experience so there was nothing wrong with
what I was doing and they were never hurt.  About this
time I resolved never to "do it" again.


Part 12

Toward the end of summer that year, my trips to the
river were nearing an end (I was always a bit of a
loner) when I came across a couple with three small
children sunbathing in the nude.  As I was nude also,
we started talking and this finished up with us meeting
at the same spot each weekend.  They explained that
they were members of a private nudist group and had
just found this location.

Soon our numbers swelled up to 20 at a time as other
members joined us.  I thoroughly enjoyed this and the
opportunities to view girl's genitals in complete
safety that it presented.  Autumn arrived and the river
was no longer an option so we sometimes organized
afternoons and evenings at member's houses.  Sometimes
dressed, and sometimes nude.

These were perfectly innocent social functions.  I
found this was a way to relieve my voyeuristic and
exhibitionist tendencies, and very frequent solo
masturbation cured the urges.  I later officially
joined the naturist movement and spent quite a number
of happy years as a member, able to enjoy the sight of
naked girls and woman without any risk.  Within a few
years the naturist group had formed a full club with
their own private grounds.

I was quite content over this period and I also started
meeting the odd girl and going to dances.  Strangely,
when you consider my sexual activities with young
girl's, when it came too teenage women I never
attempted anything.  I suspect that I felt I had more
control with young girls, and I was more than a bit
intimidated by older ones.  I watched with some
jealousy as some of my friends who were much more
mature than I, would pick up girls from dances and go
off to their cars for a short period.  I knew full well
what they were doing, but never attempting to do it
myself.  In fact it was the possibly of getting girls
pregnant that was a major "turn-off for me".  However
time passed and I was still a virgin, but eventually at
the age of 23 I met the girl who was later to become my
wife.  We married when I was 27 and she was 20.

Three years later we had our son, with a daughter
following several years later.  We continued to belong to
the Naturist movement for about 10 years as a family,
until one fateful day we let slip our involvement in the
Naturist club to my wife's parents.  Their reaction was
so extreme I had no choice but to resign.  Although I
follow the movement with interest and agree with their
ideals, I have never been back, as my wife no longer
has any interest.  Nor does she have any interest in
sex these days.  I found the natural public nudity was
of enormous benefit to me and I am eternally grateful
for that.


Part 13 - APPENDIX

I must emphasize that I NEVER forced any girl to
participate.  I may have asked, persuaded, entreated,
cajoled or bribed etc. but in the end they were
willing participants or not at all.  If, after my best
efforts, they were not interested, I never forced them.
I did know of boys who did, and some of my school
friends would brag how they had screwed this girl or
that and more than a few "had" to get married.
Frankly, for me, my main aim had been for the girl to
enjoy the experience so I could do it again.  If they
enjoyed what I did, they would continue, and I could
repeat the experience for weeks or months, where as
forcing them would certainly not achieve this.  Also I
was well aware that if I upset them, they would be
likely to tell their parents and this was to be avoided
at all costs.

As to today, it is over 50 years since the start of the
described events and at the present day, here is where
I am now.

Sexual Interest: No change.  I am a Husband and father
and believe it our not; I have been completely faithful
and we eventually had two healthy children both of who
are fully-grown and leading productive lives of their
own.  Of course I have fantasies and where necessary, I
relieve the urges with masturbation and some
pornography but my wife has no knowledge of this.  I
have found sources of pictures on the Internet and while
I have looked at the more explicit pictures involving
young girls, I find I do not enjoy them.  My interest
now lies with the more artistic images of nude young
girls and of shaved older women.

Voyeurism: No change (it goes with the territory), I
still get a real kick from unexpected glimpses of
female genitals, panties etc. but that is as far as it
goes or ever will.  (Anyway, what normal man doesn't?).
Occasionally when on holiday I have the chance (with my
wife's knowledge) to frequent a nudist beach.  She is
not interested, but has no problem with me going.

Exhibitionism: More or less gone.  Being nude in the
right situation such as free beaches is now quite
enough.

Pedophilia: Once I passed the teenage years, I do not,
nor have ever touched any under-age girls.  I suspect
that it is like being an alcoholic, you are never
really cured but you are fine provided you are aware
that you have a problem.  I still enjoy the sight of
young naked girls in controlled situations but that is
as far as it will ever go.  I realize what I was doing
was wrong and can now accept what I did, so will never
allow myself to be in a situation where I could loose
control.

Here 42 years ago ends my saga.

'Gurl luvr'
-----------------------------------------------------------
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ASGL-L

